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PREFACE

This draft document was prepared by technical staff of the State

~ Water Resources Control Board (State Board) and is subject to the
Board's review. The wording of this Plan is presented in a format
for Board adoption, rather than being phrased as a staff
recomendation to the Board., This Plan does not reflect a
position by the Board. Board members have worked with staff in
reviewing the contents of the Plan. However, the Board's decision
will be based upon the public's comments on this Plan as presented
in ‘Phase II as well as the evidence already given in Phase I of
the hearing. -
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CITING INFORMATION

When citing evidence in the hearing record, the following
conventions have been adopted:

Information ‘derived from the transcript:
T,XIX,123:09-125:20

ending page and line number (can be same
as the starting page) - may be omitted
if a single line reference is used

beginning page and line number

volume number

identifying abbreviation of the information source

(T = Hearing Transcript)

Information derived from an exhibit:
SWRCB, 25,45
page number, table number, graph number
exhibit number

identifying abbreviation of the information
source (see Appendix C, Abbreviations)

When citing references outside of the hearing record, the
following conventions have been adopted:

Information derived from published documents,
(a) in the text of the Plan:

Denton, R.A.,1985

year of publication
author’s name or agency abbreviation

(b) at the end of the appropriate Plan Chapter:
Denton, R.A., Currents in Suisun Bay, January 1985, pg. 4.
page no.
publication date

_ title of deocument cited
author’s name or agency abbreviation
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CITING INFORMATION (Continued)

Information derived from Phase I closing briefs,
(a) in the text of the Plan:

RIC,Brief, 8

page number
"Brief"
identifying abbreviation of the information source

(b) at the end of the appropriate Plan Chapter:

Brief of the Rice Industry Committee on Pollutants in the Bay-
Delta Estuary, pg. 8.

For a complete list of the abbreviations for information sources,
citations and symbols used in this document, see Appendix C.

Appendix D is a Glossary of Terms.
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October 31, 1988

1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1

1.2

Background

The San Francisco Bay and Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary (Bay-
Delta Estuary) includes the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta (Delta), Suisun
Marsh and San Francisco Bay. The Delta is composed of about 738 000
acres, of which 48,000 acres are water surface area; Suisun Marsh
comprises approximately 85,000 acres of marshland and waterways. San
Francisco Bay includes around 300,000 acres of water surface area. The
Delta and Suisun Marsh are located where California's two major river
systems, the 3acramento and San Joaquinrivers, converge to flow westward
where they meet seawater in the San Francisco Bay. The Bay-Delta
Estuary is one of the largest, most important estuarine systems for fish
and waterfowl production in the United States. The Delta is also one of
the state's most fertile and important agricultural regions and is the
location of a major industrial corridor in the vicinity of Antioceh.

The watershed of the Bay-Delta Estuary provides about two-thirds of all
the water used in California, including 40 percent of the state's
drinking water. Two major water distribution systems export supplies
from the Delta to areas of use: the State Water Project (SWP) operated
by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR), and the Central
Valley Project (CVP) operated by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR).
Numerous other water development projects also alter the river inflows
inte the Bay-Delta Estuary.

Salinity and flow objectives protect the beneficial uses of water in
the Delta and Suisun Marsh. Existing objectives affect operations of
the SWP and the CVP. New flow and salinity objectives for the entire
Bay-Delta Estuary affecting the WP, the CVP and other water diverters
in the Bay-Delta watershed are belng considered by the State Water
Resources Control Board (State Board).

Hearing Process

In 1987 the State Board began a three-phase hearing process to receive
and examine evidence on beneficial uses and water quality issues for the
possible revision of existing water quality objectives in the Bay-Delta
Estuary. The Water Quality Contrel Plan for Salinity for the San
Francisco Bay and Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary (Plan}, one of
two documents prepared after the first hearing phase, addresses salinity
levels and flow regimes necessary to protect the beneficial uses of Bay-
Delta water. The second document, a Pollutant Policy Document (PPD),
addresses other pollutants affecting beneficial uses of Bay-Delta

-Wwater, This latter doccument will give puidance to the two Regional

Water Quality Control Boards which have regulatory responsibility within
the Bay-Delta Estuary. Both documents are being circulated for public
review. Public comments from that review will be received during Phase
IT of the hearing process currently scheduled to begin in January 1989.
Once these documents have been evaluated and revised by the State Board,
they will be adopted. During Phase III, the State Board will conduct a
water right hearing to consider implementation of the Plan by the
appropriate water right holders.
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1.3 Purpose and Current Context of the Plan
The draft Plan has been prepared by State Board staff after careful
review and evaluation of the evidence presented during Phase I of the
hearing. The Plan includes a description of a series of alternatives
and recommendations for the flow and salinity levels needed to protect
beneficial uses in the Bay-Delta Estuary; it is prepared under the
authority of Water Code Section 13170.

1.4 Structure of the Plan
The draft Plan reflects the process by which the competing beneficial
uses of Bay-Delta waters are balanced to provide reasonable protection
for each benefiecial use.

"1.4.1 Chapter 1 -- Executive Summary

The Executive Summary serves as the first chapter of the Plan.

1.4.2 Chapter 2 == Scope of the Plan

The Plan contains recommended flow and salinity objectives, as well
as a program of implementation which will provide reasonable
protection for beneficial uses of Bay-Delta Estuary water. In
determining these levels of protection, all uses of water
originating from and transferred into the Bay and Delta hydrologic
basins are considered., The flow and salinity objectives for the Bay-
Delta Estuary contained in this Plan supercede any conflicting
objectives contained in the current Water Quality Control Plans of
the San Franeciseo Bay and Central Valley Regional Water Quality
Control Boards and other State Board plans.

e Board Authority

The State Board is responsible for formulating and adopting

gggu state policy for water quality control. Under its water right

-

%r% authorities, the State Board can condition rights for the

: diversion and use of water. The Board has continuing authority
over all water rights to prevent waste and unreasonable use of
water and to protect public trust uses. The Board also has
authority under the Water Code to impose specific terms and
conditions on new permits to protect the public interest, prior
water rights, recreation, fish and wildlife, and other interests.

ﬁ Recent court decision§} specifically, the Racannelli or Delta

¢ Water Cases Decision, ‘ have directed the State Board
JJUp% to take a global perspective of water resources in developing
& water quality objectives. The State Board's duty in its water
quality role is to provide reasonable protection for beneficial
uses, considering all demands made on the water.

1/ United States v, State Water Resources Control Board (1986)

182

Cal.App.3d 82, 227 Cal.Rptr 161.
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The State Board's water quality function is related to but not
coincident with protection of water rights. Water quality
objectives are not to be limited to what the State Board can
enforce under its water right authority. The court recognized,
however, that an Implementing program may be a lengthy and
complex process that requires significant time intervals and
action by entities over which the State Board has little or no
control.,

The contents of each Chapter are briefly described in Chapter 2
along with the geographic limits for the water quality objectives
set in the Plan. The PPD is alsc identified as establishing
state policy for peollutant regulation in the waters of the
Bay-Delta Estuary.

1.4.3 Chapter 3 —— Basin Description

The Bay-Delta Estuary and its adjacent areas described in the Plan
include the Delta; the Delta's tributary areas of the Sacramento
River, the Central Sierra and the San Joaquin River basins; and the
San Francisco Bay and itshydrologic basin. This chapter provides
information on the physical description, hydrology, and unimpaired
and current flow conditions for each of these areas.

e Water Year Classification

Under the Delta Plan adopted in 1978, water quality objectives
were set for different water year classifications. Those
classifications were wet, above normal, below normal, dry, and
eritically dry and were based on the four rivers of the
Sacramento Basin. In this Plan the classification is still used
(see Figure 1), but in addition, 2 separate water year
classification has been established for the San Joaquin River
Basin. The San Joaquin River Basin classification (see Figure
2) is based on the following four tributaries: the Stanislaus,
Tuolumne, Merced, and San Joaquin rivers. An 82-year pericd,
1906 through 1987, is used to determine the classification.
boundaries for both river basins, instead of the 50-year pericd,
1922 through 1971, used in the 1978 Delta Plan. The current
water year and the "year following critical year" designations
are based on the April through July runoff, and 1y to all
objectives, not just those for fish and wildlife.

The San Joaquin River Basin water year classification is used
for water quality objectives in the southern Delta and for the
export objectives.

1-3



1.4.4 Chapter U4 -— Beneficial Uses

1.4.5

1.4.6

<
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A elear understanding of each beneficial use builds a foundatjon for
weighing and balancing appropriate levels of protection discussed in
succeeding chapters. Beneficial uses include domestie, municipal,
agricultural and industrial supply; recreation; esthetic enjoyment;
navigation; and preservation and enhancement of fish, wildlife, and
other aquatiec resources. In sumarizing issues addressed during
Phase I of the Bay-Delta hearing, this chapter discusses what
beneficial uses are, their flow requirements and their salt
tolerances,

Chapter 5 -- Optimal Levels of Protection

The levels of flow and salinity considered to be optimal for the
protection of each beneficial use without regard to others are
presented in this chapter. Three alternatives for each beneficial
use are discussed: (1) the no action alternative; (2) advocated
levels of protection; and (3) the optimal level of protection,

1. The no action alternative is the existing level of flow and
salinity protection for the beneficial use being discussed.
This level complies with federal regulations protecting existing
uses.

2. Advocated levels of protection are those recommended by the
partieipants in Phase I of the hearing. Testimony or exhibits
that recommend flow and salinity levels to protect a2 specific
beneficial use are sumnarized.

3. The optimal level can be the same as one or both of the previous
two if they provide optimal protection; it can also be a
separate level based upon an independent evaluation of available
data. In any case, the optimal level provides the ideal
condition for a specific beneficial use and the hackground
against which all alternatives developed in Chapter 7 can be
measured.

Chapter 6 -~ Reasonable Demands for Consumptive Use of Bay-Delta
Waters

This chapter offers a California water ethic (discussed
subsequently) along with assumptions on water use that are
consistent with this ethic. In order to preserve and distribute
California's limited water resources equitably, there is a distinct
need for a high degree of conservation, reclamation and conjunctive
use of water.

Since some beneficial uses have“competing needs, an examination of
optimal levels shows that full protection of all beneficial uses in
all water years 1s impossible. There simply is not enough water.
Also, protection of some uses can conflict with the needs of
others. Some accommodation has to occcur. An analysis of the

_reasonable consumptive needs for Bay-Delta water in areas upstream,

within, and exported from the Estuary reveals that water can be
managed differently to meet existing and reasonable future needs.
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Water users offered projections of water needs to the year 2010,

In these projections, scme water savings were assumed. However, a
more rigorous application of the Czlifornia water ethic indicates
that greater savings can be realized. Further, this chapter
evaluates the ability to increase April through July Sacramento and
San Joaquin river flows through the conjunctive use of surface and
ground water and the changing of reservoir operations. The
objectives in Chapter 7 are founded on the foregoing assumptions.

Estimates of agricultural water conservation savings are based on a
more efficient, yet achievable, water application and reuse
program.

The assumed water saving methods apply to all munieipal and
industrial needs, including upstream areag tributary to the Estuary,
in-basin areas, downstream areas, and export areas. Estimates of
savings are based on an agressive water conservaticn and reclamation
program.

1.4.7 Chapter 7 -~ The Development of Reasonable Alternative Water Quality
Control Objectives

Reasonable water quality and instream flow needs for beneficial
uses in the Estuary are discussed. These water quantity and water
quality needs are compared in six sets of alternatives; the water
. supply impacts are summarized for three components: Sacramento and
) apﬁ*ﬁﬂﬂy San Joaquin river inflows and Delta exports. To achieve equitable
EL “My;b%’_Lngbal balancing of protection for beneficial uses, the reasonable
M water quality and flow needs of the Estuary are weighed against the
appropriateness of achieving those flows. Alternative five (5) is
recommended (see Recommendation Section below). L

1.4.8 Program of Implementation

Programs that reflect the need for the long range California water
ethic are highlighted. They include water conservation and
reclamation. The Plan anticipates that water projects other than
the CVP and SWP will be modified as needed to protect beneficial
uses in the Estuary. Additional water facilities such as ground
water and offstream storage facilities are encouraged. The Central
Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board is requested to adopt a
salt load reduction policy. Various monitoring programs and
legislative proposals are also suggested.

1.5 Concerns

During Phase I of the hearing, evidence was introduced about the need
foradequate protection of water quality for agricultural, municipal,
industrial and biological uses in the Estuary. The data show a
prolonged decline in the natural salmon population and Delta fish as
they related to water project operations (see Figure 3). The need for
water to reduce salinity levels and for sufficient flows to protect the
resources in the Estuary was presented., Considering the certainty of
California's population and economic growth, representatives from ]
several areas of the state testified that large amounts of additional
water would be needed in the future.
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Several witnesses testified about the availability of water. The .
evidence shows a greater need for water than the available supply. A -
broad balancing of that evidence has been made in recommending flow and
salinity objectives.

In the balancing process, it should be recognized that biological
resources have declined and are not experiencing the same degree of
protection as other beneficial uses. Past balancing to protect
biological resources has not been as effective as projected according to
present evidence. This decline has beentaken into consideration in the
balancing process. :

1.6 California Water Ethic

All Californians must practice conservation, reclamation and
conjunctive surface and ground water use in order to share
responsibility for the reasonable use of water appropriately.

California's ground and surface waters are a precious, but limited
resource. Water rights allow only the reasonable use of this rescurce.
Water is vital to homes, industry, agriculture and public trust values.
Supplies vary substantially from year to year. In the past, dams were
built to control flooding and provide supplies during prolonged dry
pericds., Today, additional actions to promote the conservation, control
and maximum utilization of water are required (Water Code Section
13000). All Californians must become involved in the reasonable use of
water.

The California water ethic includes the ccordination of several
programs, each applicable in varying degrees to every region of the
state. Best management practices related to the use of water are needed
in all areas of the state. Careful water use decreases pollutant
loadings as well as water demands.

The water ethic assumes:

e Conservation -- Municipal and industrial water users (residential,
industrial and commercial) will be metered. With appropriate
plumbing, leak detection, and landscaping techniques, per capifa
water use will be significantly reduced. Also, there are substantial
opportunities for water savings by commerecial and industrial water
users. All agricultural users will use water as efficiently as
feasible, particularly those who contribute drainage flows to salt
sinks where reuse is impractical.

e Reclamation -- Where feasible, water reclamation and recyecling
consistent with state laws shall be required to reduce the demand on
existing potable water supplies. Water reclamation includes the
enhanced treatment of wastewater for reuse, the conversion of saline
water to freshwater, and the treatment of ground water to a
sufficient level to allow subsequent beneficial use.

® Conjunctive Use -= Ground water storage basins will be effectively
utilized in conjunction with distribution of surface water,
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1.7

Sharing Responsibility — Adequate flows for beneficial uses in the
Estuary are the responsibility of all water users in the Bay-Delta
watershed. In the past this obligation has been imposed largely on
the CVP and SWP. g
‘-_-—_'—_\-_—-

Physical Facilities -- To better manage California's water resources,
physical facilities are encouraged.

Pollution Control -« Maximum practical pollution control at the
source takes precedence over releases of freshwater for flushing
flows.

Prineiples Guiding the Development of Water Quality Objectives

The following principles will assist in the conservation and equitable
distribution of California's limited water resources. These principles
are founded upon the foregoing water ethic, a careful review of the
Phase I hearing evidence, an understanding of the Board's authority, and

the appellate court's direction.  Further, these principles also provide
reascnable protection to each of the beneficial uses of the waters of
the Bay-Delta Estuary under Water Code Section 13241,

Municipal and industrial water users should receive salinity
protection of at least the secondary public health standard of 250
mg/1 chloride.

Delta agricultural users should receive water quality that fully
protects their needs assuming that they are employing best
management practices and to the extent that such quality was
available under unimpaired conditions with present day_channel
configurations (see Cal. Const., Art X, Sec.2).

Aquatic life in the Estuary should receive the salinity and flows at {ﬂhd
an appropriate historic level. The appropriate historic level is .
established during the balancing process as subseguently explained. (1S
{See Water Code Section 1243; Public Résources Code Section 271000, et
seq.; State Board Resolution 68-16).

The formation of trihalomethane compounds from Delta waters cannot
reascnably be resolved through the establishment of flow and
salinity objectives.

At this time, the use of Delta outflow solely to flush pollutants, 4%&4;
other_than ocean derived salts, out of the Estuary i mot @A&gn;»
reasonable. The need for such flows may be considered in the future [ -3t
after all reasonable source control methods have been implemented and qaﬁqug
only if it is found to be in the public interest. fo

Increasing Delta inflows and decreasing Delta exports in the spring
(which among other things will reduce reverse flows in the 0ld and
Middle rivers) offers the best chance to obtain balanced protection
of all beneficial uses dependent upon Bay-Delta water supplies. The
Department of Water Resources should continue to investigate the
potential for protecting beneficizl uses and more efficient use of
water through development of physical facilities.
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The foregoing principles were used as assumptions in developing the
water quality objectives contained in this Plan.

Recommendations

The Plan develops new water quality objectives for each beneficial use
in the Estuary. The water quality objectives are shown in Table 1 and a
summary of these objectives 1s presented below. Control stations for
the objectives are depicted in the accompanying map (See Appendix D).

1. nicipal and industrial intaskes are provided water quality
protection for the secondary public health standard of 250 mg/l
chloride. Actual water quality during most of the year will be
considerably better than this due to the "umbrella" protection
provided by other objectives.

The 150 mg/1 chloride objective at the Rock Slough intake of the
Contra Costa Water District is deleted. The beneficial uses of
water will be reasonably protected at 250 mg/l chloride. The users
from this intake could relocate their intake, construct loeal
reservoirs to capture winter time flows for blending in the summer,
and take other actions to improve their water quality consistent
with local desires for such quality and local economics.

2. Agricultural users in the Delta are provided water quality that
fully protects their needs assuming that they are employing best
management practices and to the extent such water quality was
available under unimpaired flow with ex‘stlng channel
configurations. Evidence present

that Egg*gggmemiixkthe Delta's organic soily can achieve full crop
yields with saltier water than p elieved. The new

objectives reflect these data.

Agricultural pursuits on southern D
water quality than curréntly exists.
quality so that these users are better protected

3. %gEé&ig_li§§~iﬁ-§ﬂ§_§935§£y'has suffered losses in the recent past.
e best data are for only two fish species--salmon and striped

bass. Abundance of those species is affected by infleows into and
exports from the ‘Estuary, especially during the April through July
period. The objectives for the Sacramento River salmon populations
are established %o attain the 1930-87 average monthly April through
June flows (for each year type) which have been shown to be
important to salmon. This represents all the data available for
interior Delta stations important for salmon protection. The level
of protection prescribed for the Saeramento River system was found
to be unattainable on the San Joaquin River system without an
unreasonable impact on upstream consumptive uses. An achievable and

b( reasonable level of protection was the attainment of average flows
that have existed since the current physical configuration of the

11 improve water

+ r Delta (1953=-87). Also, minimum flows to protect striped bass

1-8




s B e |

N e N

N M . e e e e

=

)

‘ Qx{:;\
3

i‘i

()]

recommended by the State Department of Fish and Game (DFG) and
supported by the U, S, Fish and Wildlife Service are incorporated in
the recommended objectives. Export limits during the April through
July pericd are made equivalent to the levels that existed before
the decline of young fish survival in the Delta (1953-1967), but
only to the extent that such reductions are needed to reduce the
magnitude of reverse flows in Old and Middle rivers.

These levels reflect the average monthly exports that occurred
during April through July for each year type in the period 1953-

*1967. One may note under Delta Fishery Export Limits in Table 1

that export limits for dry and critical years exceed those allowed

in more water plentiful year types. The resilience of the fishery

resource demonstrated in the past illustrates that the resource can
withstand greater impacts of the magnitude shown for a short period
of time (dry and critical years) and still recover.

These new objectives better protect aquatic resources than the
previous objectives.

SEEEE%_§§§§D is provided protection generally consistent with the
Four-Agency Agreement signed by the Suisun Resource Conservation
District, DFG, State Department of Water Resources, and the U. S.
Bureau of Reclamation. The only difference is that in water ‘
deficient years, year types are determined by using the median year -
runoff forecasts instead of the lower 20 percent forecasts as used
in the agreement. This provides better protection than the Four-
Agency Agreement. The Board is requesting DFG's advice during Phase
IT on the effects of the agreement on endangered species within
tidal marshes in the Suisun Bay area.

San Francisca Bay was discussed extensively during the Board's FPhase
I hearing. Information presented showed an insufficient connection
between physical changes in the Bay due to inflows and the

' beneficial uses in the Bay. The evidence presented was judged

insufficient as a basis for water quality objectives. The Board
will require that further studies be performed to address these
concerns and that such concerns will be addressed in the
consideration of the water right permits of any large unconstructed
water storage projects.

Analyses of the reasonable consumptive water needs of areas
receiving exported water from the Delta indiecates that the ne
through the year 2010 can be met without increasing current annual
.9!29235;%_This assumes the California water ethic set forth
previously 1is implemented. In Phase III the Board should consider
the following in order to best conserve and utilize Bay-Delta waters:

a. The combined export quantity per water year from the USER Tracy

. Nu%ﬁ Pumping Plant and the SWP Banks Pumping Plant be limited,
g

except that in wet and above normal years water above that
required to meet objectives in the Bay-Delta Estuary may be

ﬂ( CNL pumped for conjunctive ground water storage and offstream

surface storage; and
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b.

The amount of water pumped per water year at the SWP Edmonston
Pumping Plant for use in the southern California portion of the
SWP. service area be limited, except that: (1) an increase above
that amount equal to the quantity of water conserved through
increased agricultural efficiency in the San Joaquin Valley
would be allowed; and (2) in wet and above normal years water
above that required to meet objectives in the Bay-Delta Estuary
may be pumped for conjunctive ground water storage and offstream
surface storage; and

Agricultural users who contribute drainage flows to salt sinks
should achieve a high but reasonably attainable water use
efficiency.

1.9 Implementation

Many of the reccmmendations contained in this water quality control

plan will be attained through the Board's water right authority. During
Phase III of the Bay-Delta hearing process, the Board will determine
whlch water users will share in the responsibility of attaining the

water quality objectives specified in the Plan and in achieving other
provisions of the PYan, Implementation of all objectives is scheduled
to occur over thé mexXt six years. A detailed time frame for
implementing this Plan will be determined after the specific water users
have been identified.

1.10 Water Supply Impacts

5
S

s

N

Alternative 5 best achieves the balanced levels of protection of
beneficial uses described in the foregoing section. The impacts are
depicted in Figures 4 and 5.

0 bases of comparison were used to develop an impact analysis.

JImpacts that could result from the objectives specified in the

recommended alternative were compared to: (1) those of the 1978 Delta
Water Quality Control Plan (currently in place) using a 1922-78
hydrologic cycle and a projected 1990 level of development as presented
by DMR (Figure 4); and (2) actual values using the recent hydrologic
period of 197287 (Figure 5). Two different analyses of impacts were
performed to provide the public with an assessment of the effects of
Alternative 5 objectives on planned water diversions in the near future
and on historical conditions experienced in the recent past. Note that

aveg

in the latter analysis, the 1983 water year data were di ed
k’because that year was the wetts of record and tended to skew the
e.

In both instances, the average impacts were analyzed on an annual basis
and during the April through July period. The period April through July
is particularly significant. Although the top bar graph in both figures
depicts average impacts over the periocd of record, impacts for each year
type (i.e., wet, above normal, etc.) were assessed to determine if the
objectives were attainable and reasonable. A more detailed analysis of
impacts is scught during the Phase II hearings.
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The top bar graph of both figures reveals that there will be no
change in average annual_ flows nor in the 1985-level of exports.
Exports in 1985 are the highest to date, and 16 percent higher than
the average amount of water exported since D-1485 standards went
into effect in -1978. While Delta inflows from the Sacramento and
San Joadquin rivers to meet the recommended Plan objectives inecrease
over those required to meet the 1978 Plan objectives and increase
over recent historic levels, annual flows do not. However, as shown
in the bottom bar graphs, April through July flows do change. Our
analysis shows that the reduction in flows during that period can be
fully offset during other months of the year. This assumes partial
utilization of existing water reserves on the Sacramento River
system, conjunctive use of ground and surface waters in the San
Joaquin River Basin, greater utilization of offstream storage south
of the Delta, and a rescheduling of exports from the spring to
winter months.

With regard to Figure 4, total Delta outflow in April through July
to protect the Estuary will result in an increase over the long=-
term hydrologic period of 1922-78 of about 1,560 thousand acre-feet
(TAF). 1If compared to recent historic information (Figure 5), the
increase amounts to 1,080 TAF. The increase in April through July
Delta outflow is achieved through an increase in river inflows into
the Delta (Sacramento River =-- 360 TAF and San Joaquin River ~-- 530
TAF; total of 890 TAF) and a decrease in water exported from the
Delta (670 TAF). Correspondingly, Figure 5 illustrates that a total
increase in river inflow of 880 TAF is needed with a decrease in
exports, on the average, of 200 TAF.

As stated previously, in order to meet the objectives of the
recommended alternative and the additional water required, twe major
actions will be needed. First, a portion of the water reserves in
the Sacramento and San Joaquin basins will be required for Estuary
protection. According to DWR Bulletin 160-87, the Sacramento Basin
currently has a 588 TAF reserve and the San Joaquin has a 157 TAF
reserve, These reserves are projected to decrease to 549 and 128
TAF respectively by the year 2010. Second, conjunctive use of
surface water and ground water supplies plus a different mode of
operation of reservoirs may be needed to make up for water not
available in the April through July period. On the 3an Joaquin
River system, for instance, an analysis indicates that such programs
could increase flows in the river during the April through July
period from at least 170 TAF in critical years to almost 700 TAF in
wet years. This change in operations would affect less than five
percent of the combined ground water/surface water storage in the
Basin,

April through July exports from the Delta, projected from the 1990
operations study would be reduced by about 670 TAF under the
recommended alternative Plan. A slightly greater reduction (about
680 TAF) would occur if the recommended Plan is compared to the
recent high export values of 1985. On the other hand, if compering
to recent historic data, the reduction in exports would amount to
200 TAF on the average, or 540 TAF if compared to the 1985 level of
exports. In either case, as demonstrated in the operations study,
the capability to recover this deficit exists in the other seasons
of the year, albeit a change in export operations would be
required.
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FIGURE 1
‘ SACRAMENTO RIVER BASIN
APRIL THROUGH JULY HYDROLOGIC CLASSIFICATION

The Sacramento River Basin April through July hydrologic classification shall be determined by the forecast
of Sacramento Valley unimpaired runoff for the year's April through July period as published in California
Depariment of Water Resources Bulletin 120 for the sum of the following locations: Sacramento River above
Bend Bridge, near Red Bluff; Feather River, total inflow to Oroville Reservoir; Yuba River at Smartville:
American River, total inflow to Folsom Reservoir. Preliminary determinations of the classification shall be
based on the April through July hydrologic conditions to date plus forecasts of future runoff assuming normal
precipitation for the remainder of the April through July period.

: UNIMPAIRED RUNOFF APRIL THROUGH JULY
CLASSIFICATION MILLIONS OF ACRE-FEET CLASSIFICATION *

All Years for _Year Following

Equal to or greater than 8.0 (except equai | ~_-M§mﬂv§ °{,'§§,? !

Wet to or greater than 9.1 in an April through
July period following a critical year). Wet
: e

Greater than 6.4 and less than 8.0 (except Wet
greater than 6.4 and less than 9.1 in an

Above Normal  Anyit thraugh July period following a eritical
year).

Above

Equal to or less than 6.4 and greater than ~ Normal
Below Normal 4.7 (except in an April through July pericd
foilowing a critical year).

Below D
Equal to or less than 4.7 and greaterthan ~ Normal Ty
D 3.8 (except equal io or less than 6.4 and
y greater than 4.7 in an April through July
period following a critical year).
, Dry '
Critical

3.8
- Equal to or less than 3.8 {except equal to

Critical or less than 4.7 in an April through July Critical
period following a critical year).

N
NN

Unimpaired Runoft
Millions of Acre-Fest

* The April through July classification for the preceding water year will remain in effect until the initial
forecast of unimpaired runoff for the current water year's April through July classification is available.
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FIGURE 2

SAN JOAQUIN RIVER BASIN

APRIL THROUGH JULY HYDROLOGIC CLASSIFICATION

The San Joaquin River Basin April through July hydrologic classification shall be determined by the forecast
of San Joaquin Valley unimpaired runoff for the year's April through July period as published in California
Department of Water Resources Bulletin 120 for the sum of the foilowing locations: Stanistaus River, total
inflow to New Melones Reservoir; Tuolumne River, total inflow to Don Pedro Reservoir; Merced River, total
inflow to Exchequer Reservoir; San Joaquin River, total inflow to Millerton Lake. Preliminary determinations
of the classification shail be based on the April through July hydrologic conditions to date pius forecasts of
future runoff assuming normal precipitation for the remainder of the April through July period.

CLASSIFICATION

Wet

Above Normal

Below Normal

Dry

Critical

UNIMPAIRED RUNOFF
MILLIONS OF ACRE-FEET

Equal to or greater than 4.5 (except equal

to or greater than 5.2 in an April through
July period following a critical year).

Greater than 3.6.and less than 4.5 (except

greater than 3.6 and less than 5.2 in an

April through July pericd following a critical

year}.

Equal to or less than 3.6 and greater than
2.5 (except in an April through July period

following a critical year).

Equal to or less than 2.5 and greater than

2.0 (except equal to or less than 3.6 and
greater than 2.5 in an April through July
period following a critical year).

~ Equal to or less than 2.0 (except equal to

or less than 2.5 in an April through July
period following a critical year).

APRIL THROUGH JULY
CLASSIFICATION *

All Yearsfor'  Year Following
All Objectives Critical

Except &r Year

Wet
Wet
Above
q Normal
Above
Normal

Below

Normal Dry

Dry
Critical

Critical

Unimpaired Runoft
Miilions of Acre-Feet

* The April through July classification for the preceding water year will remain in effect until the initial
forecast of unimpaired runoff for the current water year's April through July classification is available.
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2.0 SCOPE OF THE PLAN

2.1

2.2

Introduction

On July 7, 1987 the State Water Resources Control Board (State Board),
pursuant to commitments in its 1978 Water Right Decision 1485 (D-1485)
and Water Quality Control Plan (Delta Plan) for the Sacramento-San
Joaquin Delta and Suisun Marsh, opened a public proceeding to receive
evidence on beneficial uses and water quality issues for the

San Francisco Bay and Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary (Estuary).
Differing procedurally from that held for D-1485, the current hearing is
to be conducted in three separate phases. To complete the first phase,
this Water Quality Control Plan for Salinity for the San Francisco Bay
and Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Estuary (Plan) as well as a separate
Pollutant Policy Document (PPD) have been prepared and are being
distributed for review. After public comment, the Plan will be revised
where necessary and adopted in the second phase, and will be considered
for possible water right determinations in the third.

The scope of the Phase I proceedings covered:

¢ the beneficial uses being made of water flowing into, within, and
from the Bay-Delta Estuary;

e the levels of protection, in terms of flow and salinity, which should
be afforded these beneficial uses;

® reasonable consumptive uses made of Bay-Delta waters;

o the effects of pollutants on beneficial uses of Bay-Delta Estuary
waters; and _

e implementation measures to achieve the levels of protection afforded
the beneficial uses.

Purpose of the Plan

This Plan establish?§, where reliable data exist, numerical flow and
salinity objectives "as well as a program of implementation for the
beneficial uses of Bay-Delta Estuary waters. In the 1978 Water Quality
Control Plan and D-1485, the State Board set flow and salinity standards
to protect only the Delta and Suisun Marsh against the effects of the
SAP and the CVP (see Appendix A). This Plan takes a broader view in

1/ For this Plan, "objectives™ means the concept of enforceable numerical

limits on water quality characteristics established to protect beneficial

“Ma: -
difredt

uses, The term is used in this Plan as it is used in the California Water

Code, and not in the commonly understood sense of 'goals' or non-binding
'guidelines'. "Water quality objectives" in conjunction with an
implementation schedule are the equivalent of EPA's "water quality
standards”.

2-1



setting water quality objectives. The entire Bay and Delta as well as
waters that flow into and out of the Bay-Delta Estuary are considered
when developing reasonable levels of protection for all beneficial

uses., The flow and salinity objectives for the Bay-Delta Estuary
contained in this Plan supersede any conflicting objectives contained in
the current Water Quality Control Plans (Basin Plans) of the San
Francisco Bay and Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Boards,
Regions 2 and 5, respectively.

A separate Pollutant Policy Document (PPD) prepared by the State Board
addresses in detail the effects of pollutants on beneficial uses in the
Bay-Delta Estuary; it contains water quality objectives to be used by
Regions 2 and 5 as guidance when they update their Basin Plans (see 2.5).

Both the Plan and the PPD will be subjects of the Phase IT hearing,
during which the public will have the cpportunity to comment on both
before they are finalized and formally adopted by the State Board.

2.3 Authority for Regulation of Water Quality in the Bay-Delta Estuary

The State Board is responsible for formiulating and adopting state
policy for water quality control (Water Code {WC} Section 13140). The
Water Code states that activities and factors which may affect the
quality of waters of the state ",..shall be regulated to attain the
highest water quality which is reasonable considering all demands being
made and to be made on those waters and the total values involved..."(WC
Section 13000). Through the basin planning process, the State and ’
Regional Boards formulate and adopt Basin Plans specifying water quality
objectives to ensure reasonable protection for designated beneficial
uses of water (WC Sections 13170, 13240}. The federal Clean Water Act
(Section 303(e)) also requires states to have a continuing planning
process which contains water quality standards subject to review and
approval by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

Under its water right authorities, the State Board ensures the
reasonable protection of beneficial uses of water by placing conditions
on permits and licenses for the diversion and use of waters of the state
(WC Sections 1253, 1257,1258). The State Board has continuing authority
over all water rights to:

e Prevent waste, unreasonable uqs, methed of use, or unreasonable
method of diversion of water; “and to

e Protect public trust uses of water.z/

The State Board also has authority under the Water Code to impose
specific terms and conditions on new permits to protect the public
interest, prior water rights, recreation, fish and wildlife, and other
interests.

v/ California Constitution Article X, Section 2; Imperial Irrigation
District v. State Water Resources Control Board (1986) 183 Cal.App.3d
5/ 1160, 231 Cal.Rpir. 283; Water Code Sections 100,275, 1050.
National Audubon Society v. Superior Court (1983) 33 Cal.3d
419, 189 Cal.Rptr. 346.

2-2
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The Board may in addition reserve jurisdiction under Water Code Section

1394 to amend permits in anticipation of new information. For this

reason, and "...recogniz(ing) the uncertainty associated with proposed

project facilities to be constructed and the need for additional

information on the Bay-Delta ecosystem," the Board limjted the Delta

Plan in 1978 to current and near term conditions in the Delta (Delta {;k
Plan, p. I-10). The Board stated it would review the 1978 Water ) ﬂﬂ*
Quality Control Plan in about ten years. This commitment as well as 10 g
recent court decisions have called for the current hearing and have

expanded the scope of its proceedings. ﬂiﬁ:ms
Specifically, in 1?96, the State Court of Appeal, First District, ’ﬂhcﬂuﬁﬂﬂéﬁ

issued a decision, also known as the Racannelli or Delta Water locisro
Cases decision, addressing legal challenges to D-1485 and the Delta bty
Plan. This decision directed the State Board to take a global

perspective of water resources in developing water quality objectives:

the State Board's duty in its water quality role is o provide

reascnable protection for beneficial uses, considerin ds mad
Qn_the water. The State Board's water quality function should not be
equated with protection of existing water rights., Additionally, water
quality objectives should not be limited to what the State Beard can

enforce under its water right authority. The decision recognized,

however, that an implementing program may be a lengthy and complex

process that requires significant time intervals and action by entities

over which the State Board has little or no confrol.

Both the State Board's authority and the court's recent decision havetf45~
guided the reassessment developed in this Plan. :

2.4 Geographic Limits

The geographic limits for the water quality objectives set in the Plan
inelude:

2.4.1 San Francisco Bay

San Francisco Bay (Bay), with its approximately 300,000 acres of
water surface area, is located at the mouth of the Sacramento=-San
Joaquin Delta, the outlet for the Sacramento and San Joaquin

rivers. These rivers drain about forty percent of the state. The
Bay is composed of four primary embayments which are: (1) the south
Bay, stretching from the Oakland Bay Bridge on the north to Mountain
View on the southern edge; (2) the central Bay, the area between the
Riehmond-San Rafael Bay Bridge and the Oakland Bay Bridge; (3) the
San Pablo Bay to the north, encompassing the area from the Richmond-
San Rafael Bay Bridge on the south side to the Petaluma River on the -
north and the Carquinez Strait on the east; and (4) the area between
the entrance to the Carquinez Strait and Chipps Island, ehcompassing
the Carquinez Strait, Suisun Bay, Grizzly Bay, and Honker Bay.

'/ United States v. State Water Resources Control Board (1986) 182
Cal.App.3d 82, 227 Cal.Rptr. 161

2-3




2.4,2 Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta

The Delta, as defined in Water Code Section 12220, is roughly a
triangular 738,000-acre area extending from Chipps Island near
Pittsburg on the west to Sacramento on the north and to the Vernalis
gaging station on the San Joaquin River in the south. Also included
within the Delta boundary are the Harvey 0. Banks Pumping Plant and
the Tracy Pumping Plant, SWP and CVP facilities. Although water
from the Delta is diverted for use in central and southern
California, the water quality objectives for export uses are set at
the pumping plants in the Delta. (The Tulare Lake Basin is not
being considered tributary to the Estuary.)

2.4.3 Suisun Marsh

2.5

2.6

The 85,000-acre Suisun Marsh, located in southern Solanc County
south of the cities of Falrfleld and Suisun City, is bordered on
the south by Suisun Bay, Honker Bay, and the confluence of the
Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers; on the west by State Highway 21
running from Benecia to Cordelia; on the north by Cordelia Road to
the city of Suisun; and on the east from Denverton along Shiloh Road
to Collinsville.

Pollutants in the Bay-Delta Estuary

The information on pollutants received in Phase I of the hearing has
been used in this Plan only to differentiate, where possible, the
effects of flow and salinity on beneficial uses from those of
pcllutants. As noted, a separate Pollutant Policy Document (PFD)
establishes state policy for pollutant regulation in the waters of the
Bay-Delta Estuary, and will be used by Regions 2 and 5 in updating
portions of their Basin Plans.

The PPD also identifies and characterizes pollutants with the greatest
potential biological significance in the Bay-Delta Estuary. Point,
nonpoint and riverine sources of pollutants presented during the
hearing are discussed as well as the effects of these pollutants on
public health and biological rescurces. The PFD recommends that water
quality objectives be adopted for certain identified priority
pollutants. Where information is insufficient to set water quality
objectives, an approach is established for developing such objectives.
Other related issues that the Regional Boards requested the 3State Board
to resolve, such as dredging spoils, trihalamethanes, cumulative
pesticide loads and database evaluation, are alsc addressed.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

Pursuant to Section 15251(g) Title 14, California Code of Regulations
(C.C.R.), the State Board's Water Quality Control (Basin) Planning
Program is a "certified program" by the Secretary for Resources. As a
certified program it is exempt from the requirements of preparing
Environmental Impact Reports (EIR). However, the Program remains
subject to other provisions in CEQA, such as the policy of avoiding
significant adverse effects on the environment when feasible. '
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The Draft Water Quality Control Plan "globally balances" the competing
uses of Bay-Delta waters and provides reasonable protection to each
use, It identifies alternatives and mitigation measures to avoid or
reduce any significant or potentially significant effects thatthis Plan
might have on the environment. Therefore, this Plan meets the
requirements of a substitute for an EIR as set forth in 14 C.C.gs
Section 15252.
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3.0 BASIN DESCRIPTICN

3.1 Introduction

The Estuary and adjacent areas desecribed in this Plan include:

o

o)

o

The Delta (Figure 3.1-1);

The Delta's tributary areas, that is, the Sa??amento River, the
Central Sierra, the San Joaquin River basins (Figure 3.1-2}; and

The San Francisco Bay and hydrologic Basin (Figure 3.1-3).

Together, the Estuary and fributary basins provide about two-thirds of
all the water used in California, including 40 percent of the state's
drinking water.

This chapter outlines the hydrologic conditions of the Estuary by
providing a detailed deseription of each area's:

3.1.1

Physical Description--the geographical and legal dimensions;
Hydrology—the characteristics and nature of water movement;

Unimpaired Flow Conditions--the maximum smount of flow available in
existent channels without consideration of diversions or storage
(2.1.1); and

Current Flow Conditions--the water flow conditions as they now
exist, or, where appropriate, as they have been affected by
the Delta Plan (3.1.2).

Unimpaired Flow Conditions

Unimpaired flow conditions within the Estuary are the estimzated
amounts of water that would be available if there were no upstream
impoundments or diversions of runoff but current upstream and Delta
channel configurations existed (SWRCB,3,8). Unimpaired conditions
could also be defined as the present day conditions i1f 21l storage
and diversion were to cease on a shortterm basis (T,II, 114:2-15).
"Natural" or "true natural flow" conditions, on the other hand, are
defined as those existing in the late 1700's at the time of the
first Spanish exploration of California (SWC,276,3). Unlike natural
flow, it is assumed for unimpaired flow conditions that: (1) the
present levees, bypasses and channel configuration are in place;
(2} the natural flood basins and their marshes are drained; and (R)
that only those riparian forests and tule marshes that currently
exist are consuming water (SWC,262,6A2-21). Unimpaired flow
conditions as well as current flow conditions are measured over a
given period of time--the water year (see Section 2.1.3).

1/ The Tulare Lake Basin (Basin 5D), although part of the Central Valley, is
not considered to be tributary to the Delta.
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FIGURE 3.1.-1 Boundary of the Bay-Delta Estuary and locations of diversion points
(from: SWRCB, 3, 5)
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FIGURE 3.1-2 Boundaries of the Sacramento River (5A),
Centrai Sierra and Delta (58}, and San Joaquin (5C) basins

(From: RWQCB 5, 1975)
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FIGURE 3.1-3 Boundary of the San Francisco Bay Basin
(From: SWRCB, 3, 12)

S
N
AN

- ——— “
DILLON N e ;
P
, mamen.:\

_SSOLANO \

)

CONTRA costa /

SN T

owALNu'r

(
CREEK ‘

QAKLAND

SAN FRANCISCO

‘L.—-—‘/.A‘l

LIVERMORE
= ° }
Rl } ALAMEDA
2z
o \
-
e,
REDWOOD <, \
CITY o = _
SAN 4 - el— S S—
MATEO ™o (S B 1
L =)
ORG
- ]
o __ 34N S\ Jsan Jose g
GREGORIO ™ NO
o
?SANTA \&, CLARA (
—_ \ S )
\ g “
-/ \ \
SCALE
0 10 20Miles \J
= m———— — .




e D oo S e I N B ... B ... ]

—

I s H s N e BN cumn B s R e N |

L

1

3.1.2 Current Flow Conditions

Current flow conditions are those estimated by DWR's 1990 level of
development operations study which uses the unimpaired basin
inflows for the hydrologic period 1922-1978 and modifies these based
on reservoir operations and consumptive demands reflective of
current conditions (1990). The operations study is run to meet the
existing 1978 Delta Plan and D-1485 water quality objectives.
Upstream storage releases, diversions and exports also depend, to
some degree, on conditions established by the Delta Plan. To the
extent, for example, that specified minimum outflows from the Delta
are mandated by the Delta Plan and D-1485, the Sacramento River
Basin is directly affected by the upstream storage releases that
provide the required outflow amounts. The San Francisco Bay is
likewise directly affected by Delta outflows not directly regulated
even though its waters are. In discussing 'current flow conditions',
it will therefore be necessary to describe the extent to which the
Delta Plan influences water amounts available from storage releases

‘and diversions in the Estuary.

At the end of this secfion a table comparing unimpaired flow and
current flow conditions by water year type provides a summary of the
actual amounts of water available in each basin.

3.1.3 Water Year Types

3.1.3.1 Classifying Water Years for 3 Basin

Water year (WY) classifications provide estimates of the amount
of water in a basin that is available from precipitation and
snowmelt runoff to meet the needs of beneficial uses. Most
often, the classification means a water year of 12 months, but
it can refer to a shorter period. The wetter classifications
indicate the high probability that enough water will be
available to meet the needs of all beneficial uses. Drier
classifications indicate that, for at least part of the time,
the demand could be greater than the natural supply of water
needed to support beneficial uses fully.

3.1.3.2 1978 Delta Plan Water Year Classifications

® Four River Index

The current hydrologic classification established by D-1485 is
divided into five water year types: wet, above normal, below
normal, dry, and critically dry (Figure 3.1.3.2-1) (SWRCB,13,III-
10). This system is based on the "Four River Index"—the annual
unimpaired runoff to the Sacramento Valley from its four
principal tributaries, the Sacramento, Feather, Yuba, and
American rivers.



FIGURE 3.1.3.2-1 Water Quality Control Plan Hydrologic Classification

YEAR TYPEY

Year classification shall be determined by the forecast All'Years for Year Following
of Sacramento Valley unimpaired runoff for the current water Al StaW Critical Yeur o/
year (October 1 of the preceding calendar year through Except .

September 30 of the current calendar year) as published in

California Department of Water Resources Bulletin 120 for T
the sum of the foilowing locations: Sacramento River above [ 3
Bend Bridge, near Red Bluff; Feather River, total inflow to 22.5
Oroville Reservoir; Yuba River at Smartville; American g '
River, totai inflow to Folisom Reservoir. Preliminary "19.6
determinations of year classification shall be made in .
February, March and April with final determination in May.
These preliminary determinations shall be based on hydro- ‘E?
logic conditions to date plus forecasts of future runoff = =
assuming normal precipitation for the remainder of the £ ® z
water year. = w 3
2 &
=< S
YEAR TYPE RUNQOFF, MILLIONS OF ACRE-FEET E
15.7 o 4415.7
Wet L/ equal to or greater than 19.6 (except ]
equal to or greater than 22.5 in a year <f; :_?
following a critical year). ¥/ = =
Above Normai L/ greater than 15.7 and less than 19.6 s i
(except greater than 15.7 and less than = S
22.5 in a year following a critical year).?/ g S >
Below Normal 1/ equal to or less than 15.7 and greater : T
: than 12.5 (except in a year following a 2
critical year}.2/ 12.5H- a —112.5
Dry equal to or less than 12.5 and greater -§
than 10.2 (except equal to or less than 3
15.7 and greater than 12.5 in a year >
foliowing a critical year).¥ =
Critical equal to or less than 10.2 (except equal =
to or less than 12.5 in a year following 10,214 -§
a critical year),3/ ) o
o
z

Y Any otherwise wet, above normal, or below normal year may be designated a subnormal
snowmelt year whenever the forecast of April through July unimpaired runoff reported in
y the May issue of Bulletin 120 is less than 5.9 million acre-feet,
The year type for the preceding water year will remain in effect yntil the initial forecast
y of unimpaired runoff for the current water year is available,
3y ., ; . o e s
“Year following critical year'’' classification does not apply to Agricuftural, Municipal and
{ndustrial standards,
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3.1.3.3

This classification defines normal inflow, or the boundary
between a below normal and an above normal water year, as the
logarithmic mean of the Sacramentc Basins Four River Index for
the period of 1922 through 1971. The logarithmic mean is also
the 50th percentile value. Half the years exceed this value
and half the years are less than this value. In other words,
there is a 50 percent chance that flows will exceed 15.7 million
acre feet (MAF), the logarithmtic mean for the Sacramento

Basin. The boundary between an above normal year and a wet

year was set at the 70 percent probability, 19.7 MAF. In years
following a critical year the 80 percent value, or 22,5 MAF, was
used. The eclassifications of dry and eritically dry years were
developed by identifying the Four River Index values which had a
potential for water supply shortages or critical water supply
shortages. As a result of an analysis by DWR, it was determined
that for the Four River Index the appropriate definition of dry
and critically dry years should be 12.5 and 10.2 MAF,
respectively (DWR, Exhibit 1).

Revised Water Year Types: An Index for Each Basin

The current hydrologic classification system does not provide
an adequate indication of the quantity of water available in the
Delta. The current water year measuraments apply only to the
Sacramento River Basinj; the San Joaquin Basin needs to be
included. The timing of seasonal flow also should be

addressed. Two different water years, for instance, can have
the same annual runoff; however, the runoff can come from
separate seasons, that is, from winter flow or spring snowmelt.
Planning for water supplies should account for these and other
conditions.

In addressing these problems, the Department of Water Resources
has suggested a revised hydrologic classification which forecasts
unimpaired runoff during the period of April through July to
determine the runoff classification for any particular year
(T,I,99:13-20). South Delta Water Agency (SDWA) has alsc
developed a separate classification for the S5azn Joaquin River
Basin (SDWA, 4, 23-25).

The State Beoard has taken these and other recommendations and
developed two new classification §ystems, one for each Basin
(Figures 3.1.3.3-1 and 3.1.3.3-2) 4 The new classifications
ineclude the following:

e N e B A

1/ The water year type designations for the Sacramento and San Joaquin River
basins were developed by first determining the frequency an estimated
unimpaired flow-level occurred during April through July for the years 1606
through 1987 (Figure 2.1.3.2-3). Then, using the same percentage of
occurrence as the Delta Plan, the water year types (i.e., wet, above normal,
below normal, dry and critical for average years and for years following

critical years) were classified for both basins.

3-7



FIGURE 3.1.3.3-1
SACRAMENTO RIVER BASIN
APRIL THROUGH JULY HYDROLOGIC CLASSIFICATION

The Sacramento River Basin April through July hydrologic classification shall be determined by the forecast
of Sacramento Valley unimpaired runoff for the year's April through July period as published in California
Department of Water Resources Builetin 120 for the sum of the following locations: Sacramento River above
Bend Bridge, near Red Bluff; Feather River, total inflow to Oroville Reservoir; Yuba River at Smartville:
American River, total inflow to Folsom Reservoir. Preliminary determinations of the classification shail be
based on the April through July hydrologic conditions to date plus forecasts of future runoff assuming normal
precipitation for the remainder of the April through July period.

UNIMPAIRED RUNOFF APRIL THROUGH JULY
CLASSIFICATION MILLIONS OF ACRE-FEET CLASSIFICATION *
All Ye_ars_for Year Following
Equal to or greater than 8.0 (except equal “'S}:}:;{“’ ..;-s C;'S:,a !
Wet to or greater than 9.1 in an April through
July period following a critical year).
Wet
Greater than 6.4 and less than 8.0 (except Wet
Above Normal greater than 6.4 and less than 9.1 in an

April through July period following a critical

year). ) Above

Normal
Above
Equal to or less than 6.4 and greater than ~ Normal

Below Normal 4.7 (except in an Aprit through July period
following a critical year).
Below Dr
Equal to or less than 4.7 and greater than ~ Normal y
Dr 3.8 (except equal to or less than 6.4 and
y greater than 4.7 in an April through July
period following a critical year). 7
Dry /
3.8 / Critical
» Equal to or less than 3.8 (except equal to . % /
Critical or less than 4.7 in an April through July Critical é /
period following a critical year). - b
Unimpaired Runoff

Millions of Acre-Feet

* The April through July classification for the preceding water year will remain in effect until the initial
forecast of unimpaired runoff for the current water year's April through July classification is available.

3-8
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FIGURE 3.1.3.3-2

SAN JOAQUIN RIVER BASIN

APRIL THROUGH JULY HYDROLOGIC CLASSIFICATION

The San Joaquin River Basin April through July hydrologic classification shall be determined by the forecast
of San Joaquin Valley unimpaired runoff for the year's April through July period as published in California

Department of Water Resources Builetin 120 for the sum of the following locations: Stanislaus River, total

inflow to New Melones Reservoir; Tuolumne River, total inflow to Don Pedro Reservoir: Merced River, total
inflow to Exchequer Reservoir; San Joaquin River, total inflow to Millerton Lake. Preliminary determinations

of the classification shall be based on the April through July hydrologic conditions to date plus forecasts of

future runoff assuming normal precipitation for the remainder of the April through July period.

CLASSIFICATION

Wet

Above Normal

Below Normal

Dry

Critical

UNIMPAIRED RUNOFF
MILLIONS OF ACRE-FEET

Equal to or greater than 4.5 (except equal
to or greater than 5.2 in an April through
July period following a critical year).

Greater than 3.6 and less than 4.5 (except
greater than 3.6 and less than 5.2 in an
April through July period following a critical
year).

Equal to or less than 3.6 and greater than
2.5 (except in an April through July period
following a critical year).

Equal to or less than 2.5 and greater than
2.0 (except equal to or less than 3.6 and
greater than 2.5 in an April through July
period following a critical year).

Equal to or less than 2.0 (except equal to
or less than 2.5 in an April through July
period following a critical year).

APRIL THROUGH JULY

CLASSIFICATION *

All Yearsfor  Year Following
All Objectives Critical
Except == Year

Wet

Above
Normal

Below
Normal

Dry

Criticai

7/ 2.0
7

\\\\\Q

Unimpaired Runoff
Millions of Acre-Feet

* The April through July classification for the preceding water year will remain in effect until the initial
forecast of unimpaired runoff for the current water year's April through July classification is available.

3-9
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The Sacramento Basin index incorporates its four prinecipal
tributaries~--the Sacramento, Feather, Yuba, and the
American Rivers.

A separate classification system developed for the

San Joaquin River Basin incorporates its four prineipal
tributaries-~the Stanislaus, Tuclumne, Merced, and San
Joaquin rivers,

The San Joaquin River Basin water year classification is used
for water quality objectives in the southern Delta and for
export objectives.

An 82 year period, 1906 through 1987, is used to determine
the classification boundaries for both river basins, instead
of the 50 year period 1922 through 1971.

The April through July unimpaired flows determine runoff
classification systems for both the Sacramento and

San Joaquin river systems. The subnormal snowmelt
designation has been eliminated.

The "year following critical year" designation is based on
the previous year's April through July classification.

The "year following critical year" designation applies to all
objectives, not just those for fish and wildlife.

These revisions add information to, but do not greatly change, the
conditions of hydrologic classification used in the 1978
Delta Plan.

Differences in Classification

Three possible classifications for the Sacramento and the
San Joaquin River basins have been considered
(see Tables 3.1.3.4~1 through -3):

1.

The 1978 Delta Plan classification which is based on an
entire water year, but only for the period of hydrologic
record of 1922 through 1971.

A revised classification which is alsc based on an entire
water year, but for the expanded period of 1906 through 1987.

The proposed classification which is based on the months of
April to July, but also for the expanded period of 1906
through 1987.

There are only minor differences between the three. When, for
example, the classification is expanded to include the period of
1906 to 1987, some relatively small changes in percentage of
oceurrence result (Table 3.1.3.4-3).

3-11



SACRAMENTO RIVER BASIN FOUR RIVER INDEX AND HYDROLOGIC CLASSIFICATIONS *

TABLE 3.1.3.4-1

-------------- WATER YEAR +=+-esevsciveaua]evacuncuace APRIL THROUGH JULY ----=------v-eev|eeeD-1485 ** --|

UNTMPAIRED PERCENT WATER YEAR ; UNIMPAIRED PERCENT APRIL-JULY | D- 1485
WATER RUNCFF OF CLASSI- | RUNOFF OF CLASSI- | CLASSI-
YEAR (TAF)  LOG MEAN  FICATION | (TAF)  LOG MEAN  FICATION | FICATION
1906 26709 159% W ! 12924 202% ] | W
1907 33705 201% W ! 13450 210% W | W
1908 14773 88y BN | 5605 88% BN | BN/SS
1909 30681 183% W | 8985 140% W | W
1910 2022 120% AN | 6116 96% BN | W
1911 26384 157% W | 13119 205% u | W
1912 11410 68% D | 5646 88% BN | ]
1913 12847 76% BN [ 6287 98% BN | BN
1914 27812 166% W | 10077 157% " | W
1915 23860 142% W | 11416 178% W | W
1916 24143 144% W | 8886 139% W | W
1917 17261 103% AN | 9138 143% W | AN
1918 10997 65% D | 4888 76% BN | D
1919 15657 93% BN | &775 106% AN [ BN
1920 9200 55% ¢ | 4910 7% BN | C
1921 23801 142% W | 7523 118% AN | W
1922 17982 107% AN | 10568 165% W | AN
1923 13209 79% BN | 6271 98% BN | BN
1924 5737 34% ¢ | 1936 30% c | ¢
1925 15994 95% D | 6511 102% AN i AN
1926 11766 70% D | 4791 75% BN ] 0
1927 23835 142% W | 8750 137% W i W
1928 16763 100% BN | 5850 92% BN i AN/SS
1929 8403 50% c | 3836 60% D i ¢
1930 13516 80% D | 4652 73% 0 l BN/D
1931 6095 36% ¢ | 2088 33% ™ | c
1932 13118 78% D | 6238 o7 0 I BN/D
1933 8939 53% c i 4665 73% D [ c
1934 8631 51% c | 2452 38% c | c
1935 16590 99% b i 9692 151% W | AN
1936 17350 103% AN | 6407 100% AN ! AN
1937 13335 79% BN ] 7238 113% AN I BN
1938 31828 189% W ] 12935 202% W | W
1939 8183 49% c i 3039 47% c [ C
1940 22434 134% AN I 6927 108% AN | W/AN
1941 27080 161% W ! 9770 153% W | W
1962 25237 150% W [ 9931 155% W | W
1943 21124 126% W [ 6897 108% AN ! W
1944 10433 62% D i 4934 774 BN ! D
1945 15063 90% BN I 5919 92% BN I BN
1946 17619 105% AN | 5971 93% BN [ AN
1947 10383 62% 0 | 3827 60% D | b
1948 15752 94% BN I 9545 149% W [ AN

3-12
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TABLE 3,71,3.4=1 (continued)
SACRAMENTO RIVER BASIN FOUR RIVER INDEX AND HYDROLOGIC CLASSIFICATIONS *

[eosmmrmemes WATER YEAR ---sve-e-c-aroe- EEEEEEETELE APRIL THROUGH JULY =-=---enesccaanas [<--D-1485 *x .|
UNIMPAIRED PERCENT WATER YEAR | UNIMPAIRED PERCENT APRIL-JULY | D-1485
WATER RUNOFF OF CLASSI- | RUNOFF OF CLASSI- | CLASSI-

YEAR (TAF)  LOG MEAN - FICATION | (TAF)  LOG MEAN  FICATION | FICATEON
1949 11969 71% D i 5587 arx BN I D
1950 14442 86% BN [ 6720 105% AN I BN
1951 22945 137% W | 5418 85% BN | u/ss
1952 28600 170% W | 13676 214% ") [ W
1953 20086 120% AN | 8260 129% W | W
1954 17427 104% AN i 6813 106% AN | AN
1955 10985 &5% D | 5067 9% BN ] o
1956 29890 178% W | 8604 134% W | W
1957 14888 agx BN I 6294 98% BN | BN
1958 29711 1774 L] ! 12241 191% W | W
1959 12055 7% D | 3837 60% D | ]
1960 13059 78% BN [ 4651 3% D | BN/SS
1961 11976 71% D | 4388 69% D | 0
1962 15116 90% BN | 6234 9T% BN ] BN
1963 22993 137% W | 10091 158% W | W
1964 10917 &5% D ] 4374 68% D | )
1965 25665 153% W | 8134 127% ) | W
1966 12955 T4 BN | 4836 76% BN | BN/SS
1967 24060 143% W i 11016 172% W ! W
1968 1363% 81% BN [ 4114 64% D f BN/SS
1969 26839 160% W I 10628 166% W [ W
1970 24060 143% W | 4356 68% D | W/Ss
1971 22775 136% W } 894 139% W | W
1972 13421 80% BN | 4991 78% BN | BN/SS
1973 20029 119% AN | 6371 100% BN | W
1974 32554 194% W ! 9769 . 153% W ! W
1975 19227 114% AN | 8960 140% W | AN
1975 8184 49% c | 2720 43% c ] c
1977 5105 30% c | 1925 30% c | c
1978 23826 142% W | 8077 126% AN | W
1979 12435 74% D | 5658 88% aN ] ]
1980 22339 133% ") | 6000 94% 8N | W
1981 11140 66% D ] 3653 S57% c | D
1982 33338 198% W ] 11745 184% W | W
1983 37798 225% W | 13705 214% W | W
1984 22352 133% W | 5518 86% BN ] W/ss
1985 11045 &66% 0 | 4005 63% D i D
19856 25735 153% W | 5358 84% BN [ W/ss
1987 9193 55% c | 2778 43% c | c

* W - Wet; AN - Above Normal; BN - Below Normal; D - Dry; € - Critically Dry; $§ - Subnormal Snowmelt

** In some cases a year will have a dual classification - one classification for fish and wildlife standards and the

next wetter classification for agricultural and municipal and industrial standards
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SAN JOAQUIN RIVER BASIN FOUR RIVER INDEX AND HYDROLOGIC CLASSIFICATIONS *

TABLE 3.1.3.4-2

------------ WATER YEAR -------=-=-~ |--======-= APRIL THROUGH JULY --==---css-cc-cai---D-1485 ** .-|

UNIMPAIRED PERCENT WATER YEAR | UNIMPAIRED PERCENT APRIL-JULY | D- 1485
WATER RUNOFF OF CLASSI- | RUNOFF OF CLASSI- i CLASSI-
YEAR (TAF) LOG MEAN FICATION | (TAF) LOG MEAN FICATION | FICATION
1906 12427 234% W | 9238 2574 W i W
1907 11825 223% W | 7606 211% W | W
1508 3327 63% D i 2167 604 D | BN/SS
1909 8972 169% L] | 5906 164% W | W
1910 6645 125% AN | 3622 101% AN ) W
1911 11481 217% W [ 7522 209% W | W
1912 321 61% D | 2572 1% BN ; D
1913 2995 57% c | 2340 634 D [ BN
1914 8591 164% W | 5672 158% ] [ W
1915 6406 121% AN | 4949 137% W | W
1916 8382 158% "] | 5497 153% W | W
1917 6663 126% AN | 4837 134% W | AN
1918 4589 87% BN | 3397 Q4% BN | D
1919 4097 7% BN | 2987 83% BN | BN
1920 4096 7% aN | 3289 91% BN [ t
1921 5900 111% AN | 3840 107% AN ] W
1922 7677 145% W ! 5996 167% W | AN
1923 5512 104% AN | 3954 110% AN | BN
1924 1500 28% c | 1034 29% c | c
1925 5506 104% AN | 3926 109% AN | AN
1926 3483 66% D [ 2560 71% BN | b
1927 6501 123% AN | 4564 127% W | u
1928 4367 82% EN | 2639 3% BN | AN/SS
1929 2844 54% c | 2292 64% 0 | c
1930 3252 6134 c | 2437 68% D | BN/D
1931 1660 31% c | 1178 33% c | C
1932 6630 125% AN | 4686 130% AN | BN/D
1933 3341 63% D | 2767 7% BN | c
1934 2286 43% c | 1259 35% c | c
1935 6410 121% AN [ 5025 140% AN | AN
1936 6487 122% AN | 4379 122% AN | AN
1937 6527 123% AN | 4655 129% W | BN
1938 11268 213% W ] 7358 204% W | W
1939 2905 55% c i 1831 51% c | c
1940 6589 124% AN | 4047 112% AN | W/AN
1941 7932 150% W ] 5515 153% W | u
1952 7382 139% W ] 5282 1674 W ] W
1943 7266 137% W { 4273 1194 AN | W
1944 3919 74% BN i 2973 3% BN ] D
1945 6599 125% AN | 4371 121% AN ! BN
1946 5729 108% AN | 3645 101% AN | AN
1947 3418 64% D | 2116 59% ] | D
1948 4210 794 BN | 3583 100% BN | AN
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TABLE 3.7.3.4-2 (continuad)

SAN JOAQUIN RIVER BASiN FOUR RIVER INDEX AND HYDROLOGIC CLASSIFICATIONS *

|---D-1485 ** --|

-------------- WATER YEAR ---ee-ee--esecsfasououcocoo APRIL THROUGH JULY -----sseeemnnn--

UNIMPAIRED PERCENT WATER YEAR | UNIMPAIRED  -PERCENT APRIL-JULY | D-1485
WATER RUNOFF OF CLASSI- | RUNOFF OF CLASSI- [ CLASSI-
YEAR (TAF)  LOG MEAN  FICATION | (TAF) - LOG MEAN  FICATION | FICATION
1949 3793 72% BN ] 3113 86% BN i ]
1950 4652 88% BN ! 3571 99% BN I BN
1951 7251 137% W i 2829 79% BN ! W/ss
1952 9305 175% W | 6834 190% W [ W
1953 4354 82% BN | 3184 88% BN [ W
1954 4300 81% BN I 3161 88% BN | AN
1955 3500 66% D | 2666 74% BN | D
1956 9669 182% W | 5291 147% W | W
1957 4288 81% BN | 3187 89% BN | 8N
1958 8356 158% W ! 6396 178% W | W
1959 2980 56% t | 1853 51% ¢ | 0
1960 2958 56% c [ 2072 58% c | BN/SS
1961 2095 40% c | 1497 42% c [ D
1962 5612 106% AN | 4245 118% AN | an
1963 6237 118% AN | 4369 121% AN | W
1964 3143 59% 0 | 2144 60% D | D
1965 8120 153% | 4549 126% W ! W
1966 3978 75% BN | 2422 67% D | BN/SS
1967 9985 188% W | 7095 197% W I W
1968 2935 55% c i 1850 51% c i BN/SS
1969 12292 232% W | 8140 226% W i W
1970 5613 106% AN | 2956 82% BN [ w/ss
1971 4907 93% BN I 3228 90% BN | W
1972 3577 67% 0 I 2209 61% - 0 ] BN/SS
1973 6475 122% AN I 4487 125% AN | W
1974 7127 134% " ! 4537 126% W ] W
1975 6156 116% AN | 4647 129% W | AN
1976 1942 37% c | 1050 29% c | c
1977 1016 19% ¢ | 782 22% ¢ | c
1978 9425 178% W | 6363 177% W | W
1979 5982 113% AN | 3991 111% AN | D
1980 9453 178% W | 5389 150% W | W
1981 3089 58% ) | 2203 &1% D | D
1982 11259 212% W | 6951 193% W [ W
1983 14828 280% W | 8625 260% W | W
1984 6843 129% W | 3479 o7% BN | u/ss
1985 3540 67% D | 2379 66% D | ]
1986 9293 175% W | 4584 127% W | u/ss
1987 2029 38% c | 1453 40% c ! c

* W - Wet; AN - Above Normal; 8N - Below Normal; D - Dry; C - Critically Dry; $S - Subnormal Snowmelt
** In soume cases a year will have a dual classification - one classification for fish and wildlife standards and the

next wetter classification for agricultural and municipal and industrial standards
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Classification

Wet

Above Normal
Below Normal
Dry

Critiecal

TOTAL

TABLE 3.1.3.4-3
DECISION 1485 WATER YEAR CLASSIFICATION
FOR THE SACRAMENTO RIVER BASIN:
NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE CF OCCURENCES

Hydrologic Period

\

1922 to 19711/

No. of Years

®

6

50

Frequency
of Oceurrence

<

18%
20%
128

100%

1906 to 1987

Percentage
No. of Years of Occurrence

& G

16%
18%
10 12%

éé\\\\\\ﬁ~’///l9 %

v Time period used in The Delta Plan to develop the original water year
classification system.

Likewise, when the entire water year classification (1906 to

1987) is compared with the April through July classification for
both the Sacramento and San Joaquin River basins, small changes in
the percentage of occurrence also result (Tables 3.1.3.4-4 & -5).
A comparison of the D-1485 classification with the April through
July classification for the Sacramento River Basin over the 1906-37

period gives a difference in 35 years.

In 18 of the 82 years,

however, the April to July classification is wetter and in 17
years the classification is drier--a net real difference of

one.

Finally, comparing the April to July classification for the San
Joaquin River with the same classification for the Sacramento

River, there is a difference in 31 years.

In 15 of the 82 years,

the San Joaquin classification is wetter, in 16 years drier--

again, a net real difference of one.

Where differences do exist

between classifications and between basins, they are mainly due to
the timing and magnitude of runoff as well as the boundaries of
water year types.

Finally, when the classifications proposed in the Plan are
compared with those in the Delta Plan, the total numbers of years
in the extreme classifications, wet and critical, are reduced
while the other, middle ranges are increased for both Basins
(Table 3.1.3.4=6).
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TABLE 3.1.3.4-4

! \/\»/\ WATER YEAR AND APRIL THROUGH JULY CLASSIFICATION:
Vﬁ > tf,,__dm_~%~5__§§§9§ENCIES OF OCCURRENCE ’ -y
[ W FOR THE SACRAMENTQ.RIVER BASIN Prtoelsly, bees—sa Jos
‘ AHES e fnene
\ 9"WW Classification System st Tha PSS
Water Year April-July
I: Frequency of Frequency of
. Classification No. of Years Ocecurrence No. of Years'/ Occurrence
[ Wet 30 37% 28 3%
' Above Normal 10 12% 10 12%
Below Normal 15 18% 24 29%
[E Dry 17 21% 12 15%
| Critical 10 12% 8 10%
\  TOTAL 82 100% 82 100%

1/ Yeag\fg}}owing critical year clqg§ification not included.

—

TABLE 3.1.3.4-5
WATER YEAR AND APRIL THROUGH JULY CLASSIFICATION:
FREQUENCIES OF OCCURRENCE
FOR THE SAN JOAQUIN RIVER BASIN

Classification System

Water Year April-July

Frequency of Frequency of

Classification No. of Years Occurrence No. of Years Occurrence
Wet 25 31% 27 33%
Above Normal 20 24% 15 13%
Below Normal 13 16% 19 23%
Dry 10 12% 10 12%
Critical 14 ‘ 17 n 14
TOTAL 82 100% 82 100%

3.2 Sacramento River Basin

3.2.1 Physical Description

The Sacramento River Basin, Basin 5A in Figure 3.1-2, includes the
~westerly drainage of the Sierra Nevada and the Cascade ranges, the
easterly drainage of the Coast Range, and the wvalley flocor. The
Basin covers about 26,500 square miles (16,960,000 acres) and
extends from the Goose Lake Basin at the Oregon border to the
American River Basin (RWQCB 5, 1975). The Basin includes the
watersheds of the following major tributaries: MeCloud, Pit,

- Feather, Yuba, Bear, and American rivers, and Cottonwood, Stony, _ .
Cache, and Putah creeks., 1In years of normal runoff, the Sacramento
- River Basin contributes about 70 percent of the total runoff to the
Estuary (SWRCR,3,3).

pm——ey
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TABLE 3.1.3.4—6

PROPOSED AND 1978 WQCP

HYDROLOGIC CLASSIFICATIONS
NUMBER AND FREQUENCIES OF OCCURRENCE
(1906 THROUGH 1987)

SACRAMENTO RIVER BASIN

PROPOSED SALINITY CONTROL PLAN 1978 WATER QUALITY CONTROL PLAN =

Freguency of

April—July

PROPOSED SALINITY CONTROL PLAN

Frequency of

April—Juily Frequency of Water Year
Clossificotion No. of Years Occurrence Classification No. of ‘vears Oceurrence
Wet 28 34% Wet 33 407
Above Normak 10 12% Above Nermal 1" 13%
Below Normal 24 o9% Below Normal 13 "16%
Cry 12 15% DOry 15 18%
Critical 8 10% Critical 10 12%
TOTAL 82 100% TOTAL a2 1002
SAN JCAQUIN RIVER BASIN
-

1978 WATER QUALITY CONTROL PLAN =

Water Year
Classificotion

No. of Years

Frequency of
Occurrence

» NOT INCLUDING SUB-NORMAL SNOWMELT CLASSIFICATICN

3-18

Classification Ma. of Years Occurrencs

Wet 27 33% Wet

Above Normal 15 18% Above Normal

Below Nermal 19 23% Below Normal SAME AS ABOVE
Dry 10 127 oy e
Criticai 11 14% Critical

TOTAL 82 1007 TOTAL




P P PN mmy Y W

i

i

L

3-2.2

W 3,
o

3.2.3

3.2.4

"

The Sacramento Valley floor ranges from 30 to 45 miles wide in the
central and southern parts, but narrows to five miles at its
northern end; it slopes southward from about 300 feet above sea
level at the north end near Red Bluff to sea level at Suisun Bay.
The crestline of the Sierra Nevada generally ranges from 8,000 to
10,000 feet, while the crestline of the Coast Range extends from
2,000 to 8,000 feet. Due to the large snowpack at higher elevations
in the Basin, the greatest volume of streamflow above the reservoirs
occurs during snowmelt in the spring and early summer.

Hydrology

The Sacramento River Basin receives water transfers from other
basins via the following projects:

Trinity River, 3ly Park, Little Truckee Ditch, and Echo Lake Conduit.

+The Basin exports water to other basins via the following projects:

Putah South Canal, Folsom South Canal, Tule Lake Diversion, North
Fork Ditch, and Folsom Lake Diversion.

These and the amounts of other interbasin transfers are shown in
Figure 3.2.2-1 (DWR,19). The basin boundaries in this figure differ
somewhat from the boundaries defined in this Plan; however, it
provides a good illustration of the magnitude of interbasin water
transfers from the Sacramento River Basin to other areas in

- California.

Unimpaired Flow Conditions

The Sacramento River Basin inflow to the Delta comes from four major
river systems—the Sacramento, Feather, Yuba, and American. The
unimpaired flows from these river systems, often referred to as the
Sacramento River Basin Four Rivers Index, represent approximately
47, 25, 13, and 15 percent, respectively, of the total flow from the
Sacramento River Basin that make up this index. Figure 3.2.3-1
shows the average unimpaired and measured flows over the period of
1922 to 1978 (11990 level' is the estimated flow for any year given
current, or 1990, storage capacities, diversions and exports).

Current Flow Conditions

Delta inflow from the Sacramento River Basin comes from two major
sources, the Sacramento River near Sacramento and the Yolo Bypass
Just west of Sacramento. The current annual flows, i.e., those
estimated by DWR's 1990 level operations study, in the Sacramento
River near Sacramento for 1922 through 1987 are also shown in Figure
3.2.3-1, In this time periocd, current flows are expected to
decrease below unimpaired flows in wetter years due to upstream
diversions and reservoir storage. Dry and critical year flows
remain about the same principally due to river flow requirements
needed to meet water quality objectives and export demands (Table
3.2.4-1).
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FIGURE 3.2.2-1 Interbasin water transfers for a 1980 level of development
“and the annual amounts in AF/YR
(from: DWR, 19)
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TABLE 3.2.4-1
SACRAMENTO RIVER BASIN:
UNIMPAIRED FLOW AND CURRENT Fﬁgw CONDITIONS
BY WATER YEAR TYPE

3/ Current Flowqf(TAF)
Unimpaired Flow (TAF) (The Delta Plan

Requirements)
Water Year Type2’ Low High Low High
Wet 21, 456 40, 639 19,711 36,003
Above Normal 18,284 23,673 12,682 20,698
Below Normal 15,063 18,061 8,923 15,768
Dry 12,014 14,231 10,597 14,089
Critical 5,557 10,103 7,092 10,737

1/ Using 1922 through 1978 hydrology.

2/ Using the wetter classification in dual classification years.
3/ Thousands of acre-feet.

4/ From DWR 1990 Level-of-Development Study.

During high flow periods {(greater than 30,000 cfs), the Sacramento
River overflows into the Yolo Bypass.

3.3 CENTRAL SIERRA BASIN
3.3.1 Physical Description

. Basin 5B in Figure 3.1-2 is referred to as the Central Sierra Basin
(SWRCB, 3,4). This Basin includes the Delta and the watersheds of
the Cosumnes, Mokelumne, and Calaveras rivers. Excluding the Delts,
this Basin encompasses about 3,800 square miles (2,432,000 acres) of
valley, foothills, and Sierra Nevada. In years of normal runoff,
Basin 5B contributes about five percent of the total runoff to the
Estuary (SWRCB,3,3).

3.3.2 Hydrology

The Central Sierra Basin inflow to the Delta comes from two river
systems, the Mokelumne and Cosumnes, sometimes called the "Eastside
Streams."” The Basin also receives water from the Sacramento River
Basin via the Folsom South Canal and the Folsom Lake Diversion.
Water is exported from the Central Sierra Basin via the following
projects:

Mokelumne Aqueduct, South Bay Aqueduct1/, and Sly Park.

L
L4

The South Bay Aqueduct diverts water Just cutside the legal boundaries of
the Delta.
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3.3.3 Unimpaired Flow Conditions

The Central Sierra Basin contributes about five percent of the
average ammual unimpaired inflow to the Delta. When unimpaired
flows are reduced to current flow conditions, the percentage of
the Central Sierra Basin's inflow to the Estuary remains five
percent (see 3.3.4).

Current Flow Conditions

As of 1987, about 242,000 acre-feet of water or about one-third of
the average annual Mokelumne River flow were diverted into the
Mckelumne Aqueduct for use in the east San Francisco Bay area
(EBMUD, 1,9). Table 3.3.4-1 compares the amounts of water available
in the Central Sierra Basin under unimpaired and current flow
conditions.

The Delta Plan does not contain any flow or salinity standards at
the Delta inflow points of the Central Sierra Basin.

TABLE 3.3.4-1
CENTRAL SIERRA BASIN:
UNIMPATRED FLOW AND CURRENT FL ONDITIONS
BY WATER YEAR TYP

Unimpaired Flow (TAF) 3/ Current Flowu/
Water Year Typea/ Low High Low High
Wet 1,176 3,329 669 2,534
Above Normal 954 2,343 358 1,377
Below Normal 722 1,840 219 1,092
Dry 361 1,030 280 505
Critical 162 593 163 366

(i:)Jsing 1922 through 1978 hydrology. Individual water years measured as
percentages of the Sacramento Basin's Four River Index have been used,

2/
3/

resulting in some overlap of flow amounts for different water year types.
Using the wetter classification in dual classification years.
Thousands of acre-feet.

s From BWR 1990 Level-of-Development Operation Study; this Basin has no
D-1485 requirements. ‘

3.4 San Joaquin River Basin

3.4.1

Physical Description

The San Joaquin River Basin, Basin 5C in Figure 3.1-2, encompasses
over 11,000 square miles (7,040,000 acres) between the crest of the
Sierra Nevada Range and the crest of the Coast Range, and strefches
southward from the Delta to the drainage divide between the

San Joaquin and Kings rivers. The valley floor in the Basin
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measures about 50 miles wide by 100 miles long, and slopes from an

' elevation of about 250 feet at the southern end to near sea level at
the northern end (RWQCB 5, 1975). In years of normal runoff, the
San Joaquin River Basin now contributes about 15 percent of the
total measured runoff to the Estuary (SWRCB,3,3).

The Kings River historically flowed into Fresno Slough and into the
San Joaquin River. Due to upstream controls and diversions, this
occurs now about once every three years (DWR,26,33). Due to

this discontinuity, the Kings River is now considered to be part of
the Tulare Lake Basin, Basin %D, and not part of the San Joaquin
River Basin.

3.4.2 Hydrology

The major tributaries in Basin 5C are the 3San Joaquin, Merced,
Tuolumne, and Stanislaus rivers which originate in the 3ierra
Nevada. Peak streamflows above the reservoirs generally occur

later in spring than the Sacramento Basin because the 3an Joaquin
Basin mountain ranges are generally higher than those in the
Sacramento Basin. Smaller tributaries, consisting of runoff from
the Coast Range and/or argricultural drainage, ineclude the following:

Salt and Mud sloughs, and Panoche, Little Panoche, Los Banos,
Orestimba, and Del Puerto creeks.

Water is imported into the San Joaquin River Basin from the Delta
via the Delta-Mendota Canal (DMC) of the CVP, Water is exported
from the Basin via the following projects (see Figure 3.2.2-1):

Friant-Kern Canal (CVP), Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct, and San Felipe
Unit (CVP).

About 77,000 acres in the San Joaquin River Basin have subsurface
agricultural drainage systems which discharge to the San Joaquin
River, primarily via Mud and Salt sloughs (EDF,11,I-1). During the
irrigation season and occasionally following the flushing of
agricultural drainage water from duck clubs in January and February,
agricultural drainage makes up a significant portion of San Joaquin
River flows and constituent loads (EDF,11,V-36--V-L44, V-U46&V-UT),

The San Joaquin River contains considerably higher concentrations of
several constituents (including nitrates, selenium, arsenic, nickel
and manganese) than the Sacramento River (AHI,302,219,231).

3.4.3 Unimpaired Flow Conditions

The unimpaired and measured annual flow of the four major rivers in
the San Joaquin River Basin are shown in Figure 3.4.3-1 for WYs
1922 to 1978.

The completion of the Friant and Delta-Mendota Canal units of the

CVP around 1950 altered the natural state of the San Joaquin River.

A comparisen of the pre=1950 and the post-1950 unimpaired vetrsus

measured flow relationship is shown in Figure 3.4.3-2 (EDF,11,II-

30). The two regression lines in the figure are significantly
different, indicating that the total amount of flow measured at

\:gl Vernalis (the entry point of the San Joaquin River to the Delta)
has decreased since 1950 (see 3.4.4).

3-24
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3.4.4 Current Flow Conditions

The annual measured flows in the San Joaquin River near Vernalis

for W¥s 1921 to 85 are also plotted in Figure 3.4.3-1 for comparison
(flow data are not available for the 1906 to 20 and 1986 to 87 time
pericds). With the exception of the extremely wet WY 19§§, the
annual measured flows are less than the unimpaired flows ‘.

The main reason for the differences between annual unimpaired and
measured flows is the consumptive water use by valley agriculture
during the irrigation season, generally from April through
eptember. Reservoirs on the four major rivers in the San Joaquin
River Basin have also ‘altered the timing of measured flows in
relation to the unimpaired flows above the reservoirs, and have )
raised flows in September and October -above unimpaired levels.

The current water quality objective set by The Delta Plan for the
San Joaquin River Basin is a monthly mean of 500 ppm TDS for the San
Joaquin River near Vernalis (RWQCB 5, 1975). For the period of 1975
through 1987, the 500 ppm TDS objective was met in all but two
critically dry water years, 1976 and 1977, as well as the beginning
of Water Year 1978. However, this 12-year period was dominated by
wet years--six wet, two above normal, two dry, and two critical.
Table 3.4.4-1 compares the amounts of water available in the San
Joaguin River Basin under unimpaired and current flow conditions.

Figure 3.4.4-1, plotting annual salinity as TDS in the San Joaquin
River near Vernalis for 1930-80 (Data from Crlob,1982), shows that
salinity concentrations have increased since 1930. The salt load
has alsc increased since 1985, according to Dr. G. T. Orlob's
analysis of USBR data measured at Vernalis (Orlob,1988), probably
because of the bypassing of agricultural drainage arcund the
Grassland Water District directly to the 3an Jeoaquin River.

3.5 The Delta

3-5.1

Physical Description

The Delta is a roughly triangular area of approximately 150

square miles (738,000 acres) extending from Chipps Island-tiear
Pittsburg on the west to Sacramento on the north and to the Vernalis
gaging station on the south (see Figure 3.1-1) (California Water
Code Section 12220). This area includes those waterways above the
confluence of the Sacramente and San Joaquin rivers which are
influenced by tidal action, and about 800 square miles (512,000
acres) of agricultural lands which derive their water supply from
these waterways. The total surface arez of these waterways is over
75 square miles (48,000 acres) with an aggregate navigable length of
about 550 miles. Major ftributaries to the Delta, besides the
Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers, include the Cosummes, Mokelumne,
and Calaveras rivers, Dry Creek, and the Yolo Bypass.

1/ In WY 1983, flows from the Tulare Lake Basin contributed over two million
acre=feet to the San Joaquin River flows near Vernalis, but were not
included in the unimpaired flow of the four major rivers (DWR,26,33).
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SAN JOAQUIN RIVER BASIN:
UNIMPAIRED FLOW AND CURRENT
BY WATER YEAR TYP

Unimpaired Flow (TAF)2/

F%OW CONDITIONS
g1/

Current Flow

(The Delta Plan

Requirements)
Water Year Type Low High Low High
Wet 4,522 15,020 1,124 6,571
Above Normal 4,339 8,703 oU5 2,901
Below Normal 3,017 7,530 926 2,488
Dry 2,132 4,128 957 1,598
Critical 1,026 3,436 850 1,596

v/ Assuming 1922 through 1978 hydrology. Individual water years measured as
percentages of the Sacramento Basin's Four River Index (see Chapter U)
have been used, resulting in some overlap of flow amounts for different

water year types.

2/ Thousands of acre-feet.
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Water 1s exported from the Delta at four major locations
(identified by number on Figure 3.1-1):

Tracy Pumping Plant (1), Clifton Court Intake (2), Contra Costa
Canal at Pumping Plant No. 1 (3), and the City of Vallejo intake at
Cache Slough (4). The North Bay Aqueduct intake at Barker Slough
(5) has recently replaced the City of Vallejo's intake (DWR,707,50).

3.5.2 Hydrology

3.5.2.1

Background

In its original condition, the Delta was a vast, flat marsh
traversed by an ever changing network of channels and sloughs
that divided the area into islands (SWC,262,A2-15). "During the
flood season, the Delta became a great inland lake; when the
floodwater receded, the network of -sloughs and channels
reappeared throughout the marsh" (DWR,707,67). In the 1860's
reclamation began on low-lying areas, and local landowners
undertcocok cooperative levee construction fo allow the lands to
be farmed. By the 1920's about 45,000 acres were completely
reclaimed and in agricultural production (SWRCB,13,IIT-4); and
"{m}any miles of entirely new channels had been dredged, and
farmlands, small communities, highways and utilities were
protected--often tenuously--by 1,100 miles of levees, many of
them built on peat soils" (DWR,707,67).

The export of water directly from the Delta first tock place in
1040 with the completion of the Contra Costa Canal, a unit of
the CVP. In 1951, water supplying the Delta-Mendota Canal
began to be exported at the CVP's Tracy Pumping Plant
(DWR,707,67). In the same year the Delta Cross Channel and
control gates were constructed near Walnut Grove to allow a more
efficient transfer of water to the Tracy pumps (SWRCB, 13,III-
6). With the commencement of operation of the State Water
Project's (SWP) Harvey 0. Banks Pumping Plant in 1967, Delta
exports were again increased. By 1975 the combined deliveries
of waters exported by both the CVP and SWP totaled 4.8 million
acre-feet per year-—-totals projected to reach 6.6 millicon acre-
feet per year by the year 2000 (USBR,2,27).

3.5.2.2 Water Flow

e Inflow

Freshwater flow into the Delta comes primarily from the
Sacramento and San Jeoaquin rivers, with small additional
amounts contributed by the Mokelumne and Cosumnes rivers
(SWRCB,13,III-7). Under present conditions, these river
systems contributed 85, 10, and S percent, respectively, of
the average annual Delta inflow during the water years 1922
to 1978 (DWR, 1987, from DWR 1990 'Level of Development
Operation Model Cutput').
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e In-channel Flow

Flows in the Delta channels themselves result from a
combination of Delta inflows, Delta agricultural use, export
diversions, and the counteracting force of the tides from the
Pacific Ocean through the San Francisco Bay. Many times when
freshwater inflows are low, flows can change direction and
move back upstream on incoming tides. The distance of the
upstream movement, and the extent of saline intrusion, can
vary depending on the quantities of water flowing in and the
opposing force of tidal action (SWRCB, 14,1I-1). The total
flow, however, is normally downstream, out of the Delta
(SWRCB, 13,III-11).

e Outflow

The total outflow from the Delta is a combination of

unimpaired runoff, Delta channel depletions, exports and

upstream developments, which either reduce unimpaired runoff
-1or change its time of occurrence.

Delta outflow is highly seasonal and is characterized by
large winter inflows from rainfall runoff generated by
Pacific storms, and small, relatively steady inflows during
the dry summers from reservoir releases. Delta outflow
commonly exceeds 35,000 cfs from December through April,
whereas it is usually less than 14,000 efs from July through
October (USGS, i0,6).

3.5.2.3 Flow Measurement

Tidal movement, Delfa channel depletions, and Delta exports
(see 3.5.2.4) are not directly measured at present due to the
complex effects of tidal fluetuation and flow patterns

(SWRCB, 14,IV-7). However, an estimate of net Delta outflow is
Important for purposes of water quality control and water
resource management (SWRCB, 13,III-16). The net Delta outflow at

Chipps Island is usually estimated by performing a water balance
at the boundary of the Delta, using Chipps Island as the
western limit. The water balance invclves adding the total
Delta inflow and Delta precipitation runoff, then subtracting
Delta channel depletions and exports (DWR,47,2).

DWR has estimated daily Delta ocutflow at Chipps Island for water
years 1956 through 1985 using the flow accounting model,
DAYFLOW. DAYFLOW is also used to estimate interior Delta flow
at specified locations. (DWR,47) Figure 3.5.2.3-1 gives the
means and standard deviations of Delta cutflows computed by
DAYFLOW for water years 1956 through 1985 (USGS,10,6).

Another commonly used estimate of Delta outflow, especially for
the daily operation of the CVP and SWP, is the Delta Outflow
Index (DOI). The DOI is similar to the DAYFLOW Delta outflow
but does not include the smaller peripheral streams entering the
Delta, such as the Mokelumne and Calaveras rivers, or the flows
through the Yolo Bypass. Because of these differences, the DOI
is considered to be less accurate than the DAYFLOW Delta outflow
estimate (USBR,111,16).
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3.5.2.4

One of the critical factors in determining Delta outflow is
Delta channel depletion, that is, "...the diversions of

Delta channel waters via pumps, siphons, and subsurface seepage
into the Delta uplands and lowlands for conﬁymptive use by
agriculture and native plants" (DWR,36,3-4) ‘. The Delta

Channel Depletion, Exports and Reverse Flow

TR L SEam SRR pRRN SR YR e, e

—

)

channel depletions (not including precipitation) range from
approximately 34 TAF inJanuary to 278 TAF in July

{(DWR, 1988,0peration Study). Currently, over 1,600 diversion
ilocations have been identified within the Delta (T,II,189:17).
‘The location of agricultural irrigation diversion and drainage
return points are shown in Figures 3.5.2.4=1 (DWR,49,1) and
3.5.2.4-2 (DWR,64,1).

According to DWR, water supplies for export by the CVP and SWP
are obtained from surplus Delta flows, and from upstream
reservoir releases during low Delta inflow. Upstream reservoir
releases from the Sacramento River Basin enter the Delta via the
Sacramento River and then flow by various routes to the pumps in
the southern Delta. Some of these releases are drawn to the CVP
and SWP pumps through interior Delta channels facilitated in
part by the CVP's Delta Cross Channel at Walnut Grove

(DWR, 707,69).

When export rates are high, the net flow of water can flow in an

upstream direction and move toward the export pumps

(SWRCB, 13,III-II). This is known as reverse flows. During

periocds of high Delta inflow and high export, there is

some reverse flow, but enough water is available from the San

Joaquin River, eastern Delta tributaries (Central Sierra Basin)

and from water transported out of the Sacramento River via the

elta Cross Channel to meet export demands (Figure 3.5.2.4-3).

When there are high exports, low 3an Joaquin River inflows and
'vhigh Delta consumptive uses, however, the normal water path

changes, causing a reversal of flows around the lower (western)

end of Sherman Island where the Sacramento River and the

San Joaquin River meet (SWRCB,13,III-23) (Figure 3.5.2.4-4).

As water travels around Sherman Island, it mixes with saltier

ocean water entering as tidal inflow and is drawn upstream

into the San Joaquin River and other channels that feed the CVP

and SWP pumping plants (DWR,707,69). Figures 3.5.2.4-5 throu

3.5.2.4=7 show other typical Delta flow patterns (DWR,51a—e);iE

1/ The consumptive use values used by the USBR and IMR to operate the CVP and
SWP were fixed in the Federal-State Memorandum of Agreement dated April 9,
1969. The consumptive use values were based on: (1) a 1955 Delta land use
survey; (2) estimates of consumptive use by identified crops; (3) changes in
soil moisture; and (U) estimates of leaching requirements (SWRCB, 13,III-
16). Although the consumptive use values are adjusted seasonally, they are
not adjusted between years; error can thereby be introduced into the Delta
outflow calculations (USBR, 111,16).
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FIGURE 3.5.2.4-2
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FIGURE 3.5.2.4--5
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3.5.2.5 Salinity and Flow

Salinity is one of the major water quality factors affecting
beneficial uses of Delta water supplies. Figure 3.5 ;.5-1 shows
that, as Delta outflows decrease, salinity increases

(DWR,58,1). Changes in Delta outflow during low flow periods 3y be
have greater effects on salinity than similar changes during P 7
high flow pericds.

Upstream storage facilities, in-basin depletions and Delta
exports, have reduced winter and spring Delta outflows.
Releases from upstream storage facilities, on the other hand,
have increased summer and fall Delta ocutflows (SWRCB, 14, II-1).
These changes in flows have correspondingly changed the extent
. of salinity intrusion into the Delta. Figure 3.5.2.5-2 shows
he maximum annual salinity intrusion into the Delta for the
YE;{ period 1920 through 1977 (DWR,60). Flow modifications due to

storage facilities since tTf:if%f;i;ﬁiff;fffff%%%%fﬁ%?t salinity ﬁﬁﬁ*’?ﬂ
intrusion, as indicated by)the 1000 ppm chloride line/in the

Delta, at a peint further west,; or downstream, than had been the‘zgafwuﬂ
case before that pericd. lwe

3.5.3 Unimpaired Flow Conditions

The State Water Contractors (SWC) estimated the average monthly
Delta outflow under natural flow conditions (Case A & B) and
compared these to DWR's estimated unimpaired and 1990 level of
development outflows (Figure 3.5.3-1) (DWR,30,26;3WC,353,1).
Compared to IWR's unimpaired flow, the Delta cutflow that the SWC
estimated to be natural is smaller due to the consumptive use by
vegetation of natural marshes and riparian areas, and also due to
the absence of existing man-made levees. David R. Dawdy also
estimated the average monthly Delta outflow under natural flow
conditions and arrived at values somewhat higher than the SWC
estimate (DAWDY,3,5). The difference between these estimates
results mainly from different estimates of tule acreage, which in
turn causes different amounts ©f consumptive use via plant
evapotranspiration. DWR's estimate of unimpaired Delta outflow
(DWR, 36,3) differs from the SWRCB's estimate (SWRCB,3,M-2) primarily
due to different estimates of Delta consumptive use under unimpaired
conditions.,

This Plan uses the unimpaired Delta inflows developed by both SWRCB
and DWR to estimate unimpaired flows and salinities within the
Estuary (SWRCB,3-5).

14 In terms of EC at Collinsville in the western Delta. Historically, the

. 8alinity of waterways in the Delta has been expressed in chloride (Cl) or
total dissolved solids (TDS) concentrations, and, more recently, in
electrical conductivity (EC). However, sometimes it is necessary to convert
one unit of salinity to another. Consequently, DWR has developed "Unit
Conversion Equations" which are used to convert any one of the parameters to
any of the others at various locations in the Delta using specific formulas
for geographic leocation and water year type (DWR,61,1).
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3.5.4 Current Flow Conditions

The Delta Plan currently requires the CVP and SWP to meet specified
flow and salinity standards within the Delta and Suisun Marsh '
(SWRCB, 15,5). Figures 3.5.4-1 through -3, and Table 3,.5.4-1 compare
unimpaired Delta ocutflows with minimum outflow requirements set by
the Delta Plan objectives (DWR, 1986,1). DWR has established (Table
3.5.4-2) the minimum outflow requirements to meet The Delta Plan
objectives (DWR,1986,1). In some months such as August, Delta Plan
flow requirements can actually be above the unimpaired amounts
available(Figure 3.5.4=1).

TABLE 3.5.4-1
TOTAL ANNUAL DELTA QUTFLCWS:
UNIMPAIRED FLOW AND CURRENT FLOY CONDITIONS
BY WATER YEAR TYPE'/

Unimpaired Flow (TAF)Z/ Current Flow3/

Water Year Type Low High Low High
Wet 29, 441 56,686 16,034 34,715
Above Normal 22,997 32,368 6,554 16, 145
Below Normal 18, 428 26,110 4,684 11,021
Dry 15,334 18,133 4,785 8,707
Critical 5,793 13,279 3,273 4,848
1/

2/

Assuming 1922 through 1978 hydrology.
Thousands of acre-feet.

3/ Delta Plan requirements.

3.6 San Francisco Bay and Basin

3.6.1

ks Suisu b

-y

Physical Description: San Francisco Bay

The boundary of San Francisco Bay (SWRCB,3,3) extends from the
Golden Gate Bridge on the west to the Delta on the east and
includes:areas subject to tidal action up to mean high tide, areas
100 feet landward of the mean high tide shoreline, saltponds, and
managed wetlands.

This definition includes the entire Suisun Marsh as part of San

rancisco Bay., Suisun Marsh, as defined by Section 29101 of the
Public Resources Code, includes the waterways north of Suisun,
Grizzly, and Honker bays which are subject to tidal action and the
adjacent lands whose management is dependent on tidal action of
these waters. This definition generally follows the San Francisco
Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) boundary as
defined in Government Code Sections 66610 and 66611.
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ESTIMATED DELTA QUTFLOW REQUIREMENTS
OF THE

Wher project users (CVF and SWF) are taking deficiencies, otherwisze 5,500 efs.

3-46

Degartrant alf Water Rescurzed
Divizior of Operaticns and Maintenance

TABLE 3_5_4_2 1978 DELTA PLAN
Delta Out{lou Requireoents In cf3 (scre-iect)
Tine T et T Above Wormal T Below Norzad Dry Criticat
Period Lower Upper Loser H=Tg J§r- oy oEper | = T 1Upper Loer rUpper
.Hequtre- ifequire- (Require~ [Require~ Require- iRequire— {Require- !Require- (Require- {Require-
iwents fmentx ments  menta Iments {menc= Jments jments fments iments
Fr— 5,500  6,606"| w500  6,600") 5007 6,600 ns06°  6,6007| 4 5007 §,500"
{276,700) (505 ,300) (ZIS.'NDJ (HDS aam (276,700} (HOS,500)|(276,700) (HOS,800) (276.700) (uos &Uu}
February w,000 10,000 [ A4,500° 12,000 | 4,500° 12,000 3,500°  6,600"] #5002 6,600
(555,500} (555,400 tz#s,sum (666.500) (249,900) (666,500)|(249,900) (366,600} | (249,500) (366.500)
Marsh 1-17 10,000 10,000 | 5.506° 12,000 | .a,500° 12,000 | =,500° 6,600" n,500% 5,500
{337,200} (337,200} [(151,700) (404,600) |(151.700) (204 .500)[(151.700) (222 .500) (151,700} (zzz.500)
Marck 18-3) 10,006 10,000} &,500° 12,000 & S0~ 12,000 8,500° 6.600'| a,5002 & ,5007
(277,700) (277,700} ;(125,000) (I33.200} | {125,000 (333 .200) (125,000) (183.300) | (125 ,000) (182,300}
April 0,000 0,000} TS0 7,500 | 7,50 7,800 ) 7,600 7,600 | 4,500° 6,700%
(S95,000) (535,000) | (482,200) (¥s2,200) |(#S52,200) (452,200) tnsz,zoo) tﬂsz.zno: (267,800) (398.700)
Hay 1-5 10,000 1w0,000] 7600 7,600 7600 7.600) 7,600 7.600) &,5007 6,700
{ $9.,200) ¢ 99,200){¢ 75,800} ( 75,5003 |t 75,%00) € 75,5303 (¢ 75 1300) ¢ 75,500) | ¢ 24,600) ¢ 66,400)
Hay §-31 7,600 w,000% 7,600  m,000%) 7,600 11,000"| 7,600 7,600 ] 3,900 3,000
(291,900) (522,000) (291,960} (722,000)](291,900) {537,9063](397,500) {391,300){(201,100) (201,100
Juge 1-15 7,600 1,000'( 7,600 10,700%| 7,600 9,500%| 7.800 7,600 | 3,900  3.500
(26,100) (6,500} |(22€,700) (318,400) (226,100} (2A2,500)((226,100) (226,100)( (116,000) (116,000}
June 16-20 7.600  m,000% 7,600 10,700° . 7,600 9,500%] a,700 1,700 3,500 3,900
{ 75,200} n‘ae 3002 [¢ T5.208) ¢10€.300) F 75,800) { 91,200)(|( 88,600} € 46,500)]( 3E,700) { 2 .700)
June 21-30 7,600 ~ 12,000% 7,600 10,700"| 5,800 5.500% &,700  a,700| 3,000 3,900
(158,700} (=27,700) use,‘mu: (212,200) €107,100) (188,3003( ¢ 92,200) 93,200 ¢ 77,4003 ¢ 77,500)
July | 7,600 10,000° 6700 7,700% 5,00  6,500% 3,700  mg700| 3,900  3.500
(u67,300) (514,300}] (812,000) (&73,500) (332, "000) (329,700 (289,00C) {289,000} (239,800) (239,300}
August 1-15 7,600 7,600 6,700 6,70C 5,500 5,800 4,703 4,700 3,900 3,900
{226,100} (226,100} (19%,300) (158 .3Do! (150,700) (160,700)| (139,800) {139,300 (116,000} (11,0000
hugust 16-31 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500
¢ 79,30Q) ¢ 79,3003[C 79,3000 ( 72,3003 ( 79,300) ( 75,3000 ¢ 79,3000 { 79,3000 ¢ 79,3000 ¢ 79,3c0)
Septasher 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500
{748,300) (142.300) (128,800) (45,8003 (188,300} (188, '550)| ¢128 1300) €14€,800) | (148,800) (14€,300)
Cotober 5,500 5,500 K500  &,500 3,500 5,500 3,500° 8,500 3,500° 5,500
276,700) (276,700} c276 7003 (zrE 700) €276.700) (276.7003 | (212,200) (276 ,700) (215,200) (276,700)
Novezber 5,500 5,550 %,500 8,500 % ,500 5,500 3,500  &,500 3,500° 8,500
(267,800) (267,800} |(267,800) {267,800) |(267,800) (267,502)[{208,300) (267,800)|(208,3cq) (267,300
Decenber 8500 8500 | x50 4500 | 8500  4asc0 | 3,50° 5500 | 35000 &S00
(276.700) (276.700) |(276,700) (276 700) (276,700} (275,700} taas,zoo) (276,700)[ (215,200} (276,700)
Total in 1000s
acre-feet ‘0,728 5,666 3,836 5,418 3,673 5,100 3,384 3,942 2,772 3,182
] Wher: the 3torages at any twe of Shasta, Croville and Folaom Reservoirs are encroached in their floocd contral reservaticr.
2 I{ atcrages are encroached (aee Ne, 1) then §,500.
E If 57 znd (VP users are taking deficiencies .‘..n firx supplies then 2,500 cfs for criticz] year.
5 If subnorzal ancwoelt then use lower licit,
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3.6.2

3.6.3

San Francisco Bay consists of about 805 square miles (515,000

acres) (BCDC,1982) including: U420 square miles (269,000 acres) of
open water, 125 square miles (80,000 acres) of tidal marshes; 110
square miles (70,000 acres) of Suisun Marsh; 80 square miles (51,000
acres) of diked historie baylands, 70 square miles (45,000 acres) of
saltponds and other managed wetlands.

Physical Description: San Francisco Bay Basin

The San Francisco Bay Basin, Figure 3.1-3, is the area contributing
runoff to the Bay. This discription differs somewhat from the Basin
Plan boundary of Region 2 (RWQCB,2,1975) which includes the entire
San Francisco Bay Basin as well as coastal area from Dillon Beach to
San Gregorio. The total area of the Basin is about 3,870 square
miles, or 2,477,000 acres (SWRCB,3,Appendix F). The major streams
contributing to local runoff to the Bay are Napa, Petaluma, and
Guadalupe rivers, and Alameda, Covyote, Sonoma and Walnut creeks.
Water is imported to the Basin via the following water projects (see
Figure 3.1=3): '

Mokelumne Aqueduct, Hetch Hetchy Aqueduct, South Bay Aqueduct,

Contra Costa Canal, Putah South Canal, Soncma Petaluma Aqueducts,
North Bay Aqueduct (begun in 1988), and City of Vallejo intake at
Cache Slough (ended when the North Bay Aqueduct began operation).

In years of normal runcff, the San Francisco Bay Basin contributes
about ten percent of the total runoff to the Estuary (SWRCB,3,3).
From 1970 to 1982, rainfall discharge averaged about 57 percent of
the total runoff from the Bay Basin, with the rest being municipal
and industrial discharges (SWRCB,3, Appendix R and 35).

Hydrology: San Francisco Bay

San Francisco Bay, excluding the Delta, but including saturated
mudflats, has a total water surface area of approximately 300,000
acres or U470 square miles at mean lower low water (MLLW). The
area, mean depth and volume of the subregions of the Bay are
summarized in Table 3.6.2.1=1 (Cheng and Garner, 1984)., The
locations of the Bay's subregions are shown in Figure 3.6.2.1-1.

San Francisco Bay is unique among American estuaries in having two
arms or reaches, the northern reach ineluding San Pablo and Suisun
bays, and the southern reach extending from the Oakland-Bay Bridge
to Mountain View. The northern reach receives discharge from the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta, approximately 90 percent of the
freshwater inflow to San Francisco Bay. The southern reach receives
only local runoff and is considered a tributary estuary. Between
the two reaches is the central Bay bounded by the Richmond-

San Rafael, Oakland-Bay, and Golden Gate bridges. The central Bay
is deeper either of the two reaches, is more ocean-like in character
and provides most of the inflow to the South Bay (SWRCB,431,18-19).
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FIGURE 3.6.2.1-1 Location map of San Francisco Bay showing the four sub-regions

and the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta.
{(Source: Denton and Hunt, 1986)
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o Freshwater Inflow

Excluding water from the Delta, freshwater inflows come into
the Bay primarily via the Napa and Petaluma rivers which
provide local drainage to the northern part of San Pablo Bay;
via Walnut Creek and Suisun Slough which enter Suisun Bay;
Pincle and Novato creeks which enter the San Pablo Bay; and San
Lorenzo, Matadero and Coyote creeks which enter the south Bay.
In addition, there are many municipal and industrial wastewater
treatment plants and combined sewer overflows that contribute
to inflows (SWRCB,3,11-16). Because these freshwater inflows
into the Bay are small compared to Delta outflow, they are
often ignored in calculations of total inflow to the Bay. 1In
the southern portion of the south Bay, all tributary streams
have intermittent, loecal runoff (excluding effluent) (BISF,6,
56-59) .

e Tidal Exchange

Immense flows are exchanged between the bay and the ocean on
tidal currents driven by the gravitational attraction between

¢! (USGS, 3 updated,5), but tidal flows entering San Francisco Bay

at the Golden Gate Bridge have been estimated to average

J{ﬂV& the earth, the sun and moon. Their exact size is not known
[ (

greater than 2.5 million cfs (BISF,6,51). Because of complex

portion of the water flocding in from the cocean is "new" water,

ﬁ;g;jéﬁ circulation eddies cutside the entrance to the Bay, only a

i.e., water which has not entered the Bay for at least several
tidal cyeles (Denton and Hunt, 1986).

&

Central Bay

Flood tides first entering the central Bay pass on elther
side of Alcatraz Island, through Raccoon Strait between the
Tiburon Peninsula and Angel Island; tides then flow
northwards through San Pablo Strait into San Pablo Bay and
southwards beneath the Oakland-Bay Bridge into south Bay
(Figure 3.6.2.1-2).

San Pablo Bay

The main tidal flows in San Pablo Bay pass along a natural
channel between San Pablo Strait, across the shallow Pinole
Shoal and through Carquinez Strait to the east (Figure
3,6.2, 1=3). The maximum depth in the two straits is about
83 feet, decreasing to about 20-25 feet over Pinole Shoal.
A 600 foot wide shipping channel, dredged to a depth of 35
feet, across the shallow Pincle Shoal provides shipping
access to the Mare Island Naval Shipyard and the ports of
Sacramento and Stockton. The areas north and south of the
shipping channel are very shallow; one half of the area of
San Pablo Bay, for example, has a depth of less than six
feet,
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Table 3. 6- 2. 1-'1
BATHYMETRIC DATA FOR SAN FRANCISCO BAY
(Adapted from Cheng and Gardner, 1984)

Surface %pea Mean2/ Mean
at MLLW Depth Volume
Region (sq mi) (ft) (AF)
Central Bay 103 35 2,307,000
San Pablo Bay 105 9 605, 000
Carquinez ggrait 12 29 223,000
Suisun Bay 36 14 323,000
South Bay 214 11 1,507,000
San Francisco Bay 470 17 4,965,000
1/

Exeluding the Delta but including saturated mudflats
These depths do not agree with those of Section 3.6.1 because
of the inclusion of saturated mudflats.

2/
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FIGURE 3.6.2.1-3 Map of San Pablo Bay. The 18 ft (5.5) depth contour is plotted as a dashed line
and indicates the location of the main channel. The dotted line shows the extent of the mudflats

around the bay.

(Source: Denton and Hunt, 1986

PETALUMA
/ CREEX

SONOMA
7 CREEX

e~
’/"’ SHOAL
P’NOLE ’z"”
e
2 PINOLE
I, S POINT

- L3
......

SAN PABLO
e

=0

3-55



Suisun Bay and Marsh

Having the smallest surface area of the four embayments,
Suisun Bay is situated in the northeastern reach of San
Francisco Bay between the cities of Benicia and Antioch
(Figure 3.6.2.1-4). The entire Suisun Bay and Marsh area,
including two subbays, Grizzly and Honker, consists of
84,190 acres, of which about 26,880 acres are bays and
sloughs. The remaining 57,310 acres are diked and managed
wetlands. (Approximately 45,710 acres of managed wetlands
are privately owned and used primarily for duck hunting;
10,490 acres are owned by the State of California as a
waterfowl management area, wildlife refuge and public
recreation area; and 1,110 acres are contrelled by the U.S.
Navy {SWRCB,1978}).

The main tidal flows are along a few well-defined channels
separated by islands and shallow gravel banks. During most
pericds of ocutflow from the Delta, Suisun Bay is the
location of the estuary's 'null zone' (defined as the region
in a partially or well-mixed estuary where the residual
bottom currents are effectively zero). Upstream of this
area there is a net downstream, or seaward, residual
veloeity along the bottom caused by river inflow. 3Seaward
of the null zone, gravitational circulation produces a
transport, for the most part toward land, of denser more
saline water along the bottom. The null zone is significant
because it is the theoretical upstream boundary of the
entrapment zone, the area in the estuary where suspended
materials, including biota, accumulate (USBR, 112,407).
Figure 3.6.2.1-5, a diagram of estuarine circulation for a
partially mixed estuary such as Suisun Bay, illustrates the
relationships between flows, salinities, and the null and
entrapment zones (CCCWA/EDF,1,56).

The salinity of water within Suisun Bay varies seasonally
with the freshwater outflow from the Delta. Salinities of
the water in Montezuma Slough are lower than in Suisun Bay
itself for a longer period of time each year because Slough
lies further upstream and receives freshwater inflow from
the Sacramento River and other tributary channels first.
For the most part, low salinity water stays in the Suisun
Marsh channels later in the spring and in early summer, but
higher salinity water remains later in the fall before the
Marsh channels are flushed by increasing Delta outflows
(SWRCB, 1978).

By most definitions, Suisun Bay includes Suisun Marsh,
located to the north of the main body of the Bay. The Marsh
was a natural brackish water marsh prior to widespread
reclamation for agricultural purposes in the early 1900's.
However, because the agricultural developments were largely
unsuccessful in the 1930's, the reclaimed marsh lands were
gradually converted to private duck clubs and state Wildlife
Management Areas.
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FIGURE 3.6.2.1-5 Diagram of Estuarine Circulation for a Partially Mixed Estuary
(Source: CCCWAJEDF, 1, Figure 12) :
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- South Bay

The entrance to the south Bay from the central Bay is
separated by Treasure and Yerba Buena islands into two
passages, one to the east that is 30 to 35 feet deep and cne
to the west that is 70 feet deep at the Oakland-San
Francisco Bay Bridge (Figure 3.6.2.1-6). Because the south
Bay receives only minor amounts of local freshwater inflows,
it is essentially a tidal lagoon. Tidal currents in south
Bay are greatest along the main channel on the western side
of the Bay. In the socuth Bay, evidence suggests three
distinct mixing zones exist between: (1) the Oakland-San
Francisco Bay Bridge and San Bruno Shoal, a relatively
shallow area with water depths of about 11 to 26 feet
between Bay Farm Island and Qyster Point; (2) San Bruno
Shoal and the San Mateo Bridge; and (3) the area south of
the San Mateo Bridge. A 500 foot wide, 29 feet deep
navigation channel is maintained across the San Bruno
Shoal. The salinity of the south Bay remains close to the
level of the ocean (33 to 35 parts per thousand) throughout
most, of the year, except during periods of high Delta
outflow. During particularly hot, dry periods when
evaporation rates are high, the south Bay can act as a
negative estuary where salinity levels actually increase in
the southern extremities (Denton and Hunt, 1986).

Currents differ in the south Bay according to Delta
outflows. - From analyses of current data for summer wind
conditicns and low Delta discharges, the USGS has concluded
that net currents in south Bay north of San Bruno Shcal are
southward along the eastern side and ncorthward along the
western side of the Bay (USGS,3 updated,25). During the
season of high Delta outflows,a lens of fresher water can
form on the surface of the northern reach of San Francisco
Bay. This lens of fresher water eventually spreads
southwards into the central and socuth Bays over more saline
water that is flowing toward the ocean. This process, which
provides the major source of freshwater for the Scuth Bay,
is known as gravitational overturn (Denton and Hunt, 1986).
The significant density difference between the two flows
acts to inhibit vertical mixing. When Delta outflow
subsides, reintrusion of ccean water raises the salinities
in central Bay above those in south Bay, and the direction
of circulation reverses; that is, surface waters again flow
seaward (USGS,3 updated,26).

3.6.4 ‘Hydrology: San Francisco Bay Basin

In the San Francisco Bay Basin, most precipitation comes as
rainfall that flows directly to the Bay, with some loss due to
infiltration, evapotranspiration, and storage in natural
impoundments. The timing and volume of inflows to the Bay from
local runoff, for the most part, follow closely after
precipitation in the Bay Basin.
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FIGURE 3.6.2.1-6 Map of the South Bay. The dashed line shows the 18 ft. depth contour.
(Source: Denton and Hunt, 1986)
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3.6.5 Unimpaired Flow Conditions:- San Francisco Bay

3-6.6

3.6.7

3.6.8

Throughout this section, the San Francisco Bay and San Francisco
Bay Basin are described separately. Before this section, both a
river and its basin are considered together, as integral parts of
an area's total description., This is not the case with the Bay
and its Basin. Whereas the San Francisco Bay Basin may be
compared with other basins, the San Francisco Bay (the equivalent
of this Basin's river) cannot be meaningfully compared with any
river in the Estuary. There have been no sizeable impoundments or
diversions of San Francisco Bay waters. Unimpaired inflows to the
Bay from the San Francisco Bay Basin are small when compared to
the volume of tidal exchange (see Table 3.6.3.2-1, Figures 3.6.3.2
1 and -2). Existent tidal and seasonal flows from the Pacific
Ocean, the Delta and the 3an Francisco Bay Basin therefore
constitute the closest estimate of unimpaired flow conditions for
the Bay.

Unimpaired Flow Conditions: San Francisco Bay Basin

The unimpaired runoff for separate hydrologic areas in the Bay
Basin was simulated by SWRCB for the period of water years 1921
through 1978 (SWRCB,3,Appendix F). Unimpaired flow to the Bay
Basin includes local inflows but does not include inflow from the
Delta. Table 3.6.3.2-1 includes estimated monthly and annual
runoff values for the years 1921 through 1978 (SWRCB, 3,17 {revised
11/5/87hH.

Figure 3.6.3.2~1 shows that average unimpaired Bay Basin local
runoff is small, about 3.3 percent of average unimpaired Delta
inflow to the Bay (SWRCB,3). When tidal exchanges are compared,
local runoff becomes insignificant (DWR,662,1) (Figure 3.6.3.2-2).
However, local inflow may have an effect on subregions within the
Bay, such as the Suisun Marsh, the marshes around Cuttings Wharf
west of Vallejo, and the Petaluma Creek discharge area.

Current Flow Conditions: San Francisco Bay

The considerations in 3.6.3.1 are also valid for current flow
conditions in the Bay, with some exceptions. Upstream storage and
regulated releases required by the Delta Plan, for instance, have
provided higher levels of inflow from the Delta in the summer
months of dry and critically dry years. Significant amounts of
effluent from industrial and municipal sources are discharged into
the Bay, but the total effects of these additional flows are not
known. .

Current Flow Conditions: San Francisco Bay Basin

A variety of factors--upstream reservoirs, the change in land use
patterns from native vegetation to agricultural vegetation,
impermeable surfaces such as concrete cor asphalt, and the effects
of ground water pumping--have altered the effects of Bay Basin
local runoff. For example, the extensive expansion of
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TABLE
3.6.3.2-1

SAN FRANCISCO BAY BASIN LOCAL INFLOW STULY - UNIMPAIRED FLOW CONDITIONS
TOTAL MONTHLY LOCAL RUNOFF INTO SAN FRANCISCO BAY
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streets, parking lots and drainage conduits have caused less
rainfall fo reach ground water and subsequently greater amounts to
flow directly into the Bay. Wastewater treatment plant discharges
and water imports into the Bay Basin have also changed the

* locaticns and greatly increased the quantity of local inflows to

the Bay.

.~ DWR developed a local runoff survey for separate Bay Basin
Drl‘lydr'ologic areas (Table 3.6.4.2-1) and a summary of wastewater
discharge for the period of water years 1970 through 1982 (Table
3.6.4.2-2)(SWRCB, 3,Appendix R). Listing the monthly, and yearly
runoff totals, the tables indicate that effluent discharge can be
as much as 70 percent less than local runoff (WY 81-82) and as
much as 25 percent more (WY 76-77). Table 3.6.4,2-3 compares
unimpaired and current flow conditions in the San Francisco Bay
Basin.

5

&

2

TABLE 3.6.4,2-3
SAN FRANCISCO BAY BASIN:
UNIMPAIRED FLOW AND CURRENT FLOW/CONDITIONS
BY WATER YEAR TYFE

Unimpaired Flow (TAF) Current Flow
Water Year Type Low High Low High
Wet ‘ 427,0 2556.5 157.2 ,301.3
Above Normal 840.5 2071.0 194.9
Below Normal 212.4 1079.3 112.2 ;31.6
Dry 261.2 11482, 1 191.03
Critiecal 92.0 322 84,1 126.8

1/ Individual water years measured as percentages of the Sacramento Basin's
Four River Index (see Chapter 4) have been used, resulting in some overlap
of flow amounts for different water year types. Flows do not include
inflows from the Delta.

2/ Only one reference point, Water Year 1969-70,

3/ Only one reference point, Water Year 1977-78
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TABLE 3.6.4.2-2

SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA LOCAL RUNOFE

EFFLUENT DISCHARGE (ED) FOR DRAINAGE STUDY AREA (DSA) 90 ---> 96  (MGD)

WTR YEAR 90 & 91 92 N 92 s 92 93 94 95 96 TOTAL  AVG MO
6970 93.0 28.2 7.6 107.8 33.5 120.9 51.2 116.4 630.6 52.6
7071 93.0 29.2 84.3 113.5 30.1 109.0 51.6 124.1 634.3 52.9
mr2 89.2 30.2 82.7 112.9 29.6 114.5 52.0 135.3 646.4 33.9
7273 91.8 3.9 a3.0 119.9 29.6 136.0 52.0 141.3 690.5 57.5
7374 89.5 28.7 83.7 112.4 26.9 129.9 47.6 140.0 658.7 54.9
7475 87.1 27.0 3.7 110.7 26.4 112.2 48.9 147.7 643.7 53.6
7576 66.6 24.0 3.4 97.4 24.8 104.5 h2.4 147.4 580.5 48.4
677 60.3 22.1 63.2 85.3 26.7 95.8 36.1 126.3 513.8 42.8
7778 68.1 25.3 68.5 93.8 27.0 110.46 41.8 162.5 397.6 49.8
7879 76.6 30.5- .7 102.2 27.2 103.7 46.4 158.9 617.2 51.4
7980 79.0 34.7 75.2 109.9 27.7 116.2 45.0 163.8 651.5 54.3
&081 76.2 33.9 71.0 104.9 36.3 117.7 59.3 150.7 650.0 54.2
g182 98.5 39.1 81.5 120.6 42.9 140.8 30.4  154.6 708.4 59.0
AREA AVG 82.2 29.6 7.4 107.0 29.7 116.3 46.5 143.8 | 632.6 52.7
ED FOR D$As 90 ---> 96  (CFS)

WTR YEAR %0 & 91 2 8 92s 92 93 9% 95 96 TOTAL  AVG MO
6970 144.2 43.7 123.4 167.1 51.9 187.4 7.4 180.4 977 .4 81.5
7071 144.2 45.3 130.7 175.9 46.7 16%.0 80.0 192.4 983.9 82.0
7172 138.3 46.8 128.2 175.0 45.9 177.5 80.6 209.7 1001.9 83.5
7273 142.3 49.4 136.4 185.8 45.9 210.8 80.6 219.0 1070.3 89.2
7374 138.7 44.5 129.7 174.2 4.7 201.3 3.8  217.0 1021.0 85.1
7475 135.0 41.9 129.7 171.6 40.9 173.9 75.8 228.9 997.7 83.1
7376 105.2 37.2 113.8 151.0 38.4 162.0 65.7 228.5 899.8 75.0
7677 93.5 . 34.3 98.0 132.2 8.3 148.5 36.0 195.8 796.4 66.4
7778 105.6 39.2 106.2 145.4 41.9 171.4 64.8 251.9 926.3 77.2
7879 118.7 47.3 1111 158.4 .2 160.7 71.9 246.3 956.7 9.7
7980 122.5 53.8 116.6 170.3 42.9 180.1 69.8 253.9 1009.8 84.2
8081 118.1 52.5 110.1 162.6 56.3 182.4 91.9 233.6 1007.5 84.0
8182 152.7 60.6 126.3 186.9 56.5 218.2 47.1 239.56 1098.0 .5
AREA AVG 127.4 45.9 120.0 165.9 46.1 180.3 72.1 222.8 i 980.5 81.7
ED FOR DSAs 90 ---> 96 (TAF)

WTR YEAR 90 & 91 92 N 92 § 92 93 94 95 96 TOTAL  AVG MO
6970 104.4 3.7 89.3 121.0 37.6 135.7 57.5 130.6 707.8 59.0
mn 104.4 32.8 %4.6 127.4 33.3 122.3 57.9 139.3 712.5 59.4
72 99.8 33.8 92.6 126.4 331 128.1 58.2 151.4 723.4 60.3
7273 103.90 35.8 98.3 134.6 33.2 152.6 58.4 158.6 775.0 64.6
7374 100.5 32.2 93.9 126.2 30.2 145.8 53.4 157.1 739.3 61.6
7475 97.8 30.3 93.9 124.2 2%.6 125.9 54.9 165.8 722.5 60.2
7576 74.5 26.9 82.1 109.0 2r.8 116.9 47.5 165.0 649.7 34.1
7677 67.7 24.8 70.9 95.7 27.7 107.5 40.5 141.8 576.7 48.1
Ifis:] 76.4 28.4 76.9 105.3 30.3 124.1 46.9 182.4 670.7 55.9
7879 86.0 34.2 80.5 114.7 30.5 116.4 52.1 178.3 692.7 57.7
7980 88.4 38.3 84.2 123.0 31.0 130.0 50.4 183.3 729.1 40.8
3081 85.5 38.0 7.7 17.7 40.7 132.1 66.6 169.1 729.5 60.8
8182 110.6 43.9 91.5 135.4 48.1 158.0 34.1 173.5 795.1 66.3
AREA AVG 92.2 33.2 86.8 120.0 33.4 130.4 52.2 161.3 | 709.5 5¢.1

(SWCRB,3,Appendix R,pg. 14)
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4.0 BENEFICIAL USES OF BAY-DELTA ESTUARY WATER

4.1

4.2

Introduction

"'Beneficial uses' of the waters of the state that may be protected
against quality degradation include, but are not necessarily limited to,
domestie, municipal, agricultural and industrial supply; power
generation; recreation; esthetic enjoyment; navigation; and preservation
and enhancement of fish, wildlife, and other aquatic rescurces or
preserves" (Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, Water Code Section
12050(f)).

The establishment of beneficial uses of waters of the state is the first
task of water quality contrel planning. Only after beneficial uses have
been properly identified can appropriate water quality objectives and
other control policies be established. A clear understanding of the
service each beneficial use provides to the citizens of California also
builds a foundation for weighing and balancing the levels of protection
needed. In summarizing issues addressed during Phase I of the Bay-Delta
hearing, this chapter discusses the beneficial uses, their water
requirements, their salt tolerance, and, when available, their economic
value.

Estuary Water for Municipal and Domestic Supply Purposes

Muniecipal and Domestic Supply (MUN) includes established uses in
community or military water systems as well as domestic uses from
private systems (RWQCB,1975). Common domestie uses of water include
those for sanitation, direct consumption, food preparation, landscape
watering, among others (RWQCB, 1975). Common municipal uses of water
include those for light commercial businesses, restaurants, parks, etc.
The two MUN needs are continucus and require a dependable water supply
(SWC,3,1). It is state policy that domestic use is the highest use of
water (Water Code {WC} Section 106).

Delta surface waters are used to supply MUN needs in both northern and
southern California., The quality of these waters, and therefore MUN
supplies, depends on complex flow and salinity relationships within the
Estuary. When Delta outflow is insufficient to move the salinity
gradient west of Chipps Island, there is a potential for ocean salinity
to be drawn into the Delta's interior if reverse flows also occur {see
3.5.2.4), Saline waters may subsequently degrade supplies taken through
the intakes of the Contra Costa Canal and Clifton Court (DWR,51D).

Locations of historic MUN use remain much the same, although there has
been a change in the season and length of time that acceptable water
cceurs, Historiecally, to mitigate adverse salinity conditions prior to
the existence of the state and federal projects, municipalities would
fill storage reservoirs, "...when the water in the (San Joaguin River)
was fresh to provide a supply to meet the demands during the period of
saline invasion..." (DWR,1931)., Prior to 1920, in the western Delta the
MUN water source for Antioch became "...unfit for domestiec consumption
during part of the late summer or early fall months of most years and
certainly during dry years as far back as the (eighteen) sixties and
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seventies.™ (DWR,1931). By 1920 Antioch had a significant decrease in
the pericd of availability of municipal water supply from the San
Joaquin River. Generally, as upstream development increased, the
position of the salinity gradient moved upstream. In most areas in the
Delta, operations of the federal and state water projects reversed this
degradation by providing additional, sustained amounts of water during
the summer months and prolonged dry periods (T,XIII,151:5-21;DWR,
84-87).

Present and projected MUN water use of Delta surface water is presented
in Table 4.2-1. Delta cities that rely on this water are Antioch,
Pittsburg, Tracy and Oakley. Pittsburg and Oakley obtain water supplies
from Rock Slough via the Contra Costa Canal; Tracy cbtains its supply
from Old River via the Delta=Mendota Canal. Antioch diverts part of its
water supply directly from the San Joaquin River and obtains part from
the Contra Costa Canal. Sacramento maintains a standby diversion
facility on the Sacramento River in the Upper Delta, but normally
diverts from two other facilities on the American and Sacramento rivers
upstream of the Delta. The cities of Stockton, Tracy, Ric Vista, and
other Delta commnities rely to various degrees on ground water for MUN
water supplies (SWRCB,1978).

TABLE 4,2-1
MAJOR MUNICIPAL WATER DEMANDS

City of Tracy
Antioch
Pittsburg

Qakley County W.D.

City of Tracy
Antioch
Pittsburg

Oakley County W.D.

1/
2/
3/
Iy,
5/

Current 1986
Population

25,300/
no, 7243/
53,1253/
8,436/

Year 2000
Population

33,000 " (1990)
78,900%/
59,100°/

N/&

City of Tracy (CT), Exhibit No. 2
CT, Exhibit No.3
Contra Costa Water District (CCWD), Exhibit No. 7
CCWD, Exhibit No. 25
CCWD, Exhibit No. 24
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Current 1986
Water Demands (AF)

7,822%/

9,073% (1985)
7,729 (1985)
2,128% (1985)

Year 2000
Water Demands (AF)

10,4002/ (1990)
14,3384/
12,904

5,153
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4,3 Industrial Beneficial Uses

4.3.1

4.3.2

Industrial Use Comprises Three Separate Beneficial Uses:

e Industrial Service Supply (IND) "“includes uses which do not
depend primarily on water quality such as mining, cooling water
supply, hydraulic conveyance, gravel washlng, fire protection,
and ©il well repressurization®.

® Industrial Process Supply (PROC) "includes process water supply
and all uses related to the manufacturing of products”,

® Hydroelectric Power Generation (POW) "is that supply used for
hydropower generation™ (RWQCB,5,1975).

Very little information on Bay-Delta industrial use was presented

in Phase T of the hearing. Two Bay-Delta industries, Fibreboard and
Shell 0il Company, presented testimony, but no exhibits., Contra
Costa Water District (CCWD) and DWR presented exhibits and
testimony, but of a limited scope. SWRCB presented the
"Envirommental Impact Report for the Water Quality Control Plan and
Water Right Decision, Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and Suisun Marsh"
(D-1485 EIR). This document was prepared for the D-1485 hearings
and contains mere extensive, but possibly out-of-date information on
Bay=Delta industrial use.

Water use in 1975 of 11 major industries using at least 50,000
gallons per day is summarized in Table 4.3-1. Water delivered from
the Contra Costa Canal to major industrial water users in the Delta
totaled 22,733 acre-feet in 1985 and 15,519 acre=feet in 1986
(CCWD, 26).

Antioch-Pittsburg Area

Most of the industries that depend upon Bay-Delta surface waters
are in the Antiocch-Pittsburg area. These industries depend almost
exclusively for their water supplies on three possible sources:

o Water pumped by the industries directly from the San Joaquin
River or New York 3lough.

o Untreated water purchased from CCWD and conveyed from Rock Slough
via the Contra Costa Canal or, in the Pittsburg area, pumped
from Mallard Slough at the District's pumping plant.

0 Treated water purchased from municipal purveycors who obtain their
water from the Contra Costa Canal or, in the case of Antioch,
from either Contra Costa Canal or a San Joaquin River diversion.

The Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) powerplants at both
Anticch and Pittsburg use large quantities of water for once-through
cooling. These uses are not affected substantially by salinity
changes. PG&E did not provide information concerning Bay-Delta
industrial water use in Phase I of the hearing, nor did they
participate in the D-1485 hearing.

4-3
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4,3,3 Other Industries

Other Bay-Delta industries located outside the Antioch-Pittsburg .
area include: Shell Oil Company in Martinez which obtains most of fﬁL“Jlﬁ
its water supply from the Contra Costa Canal (T,IX,41:11=-14); and

three industries near Tracy, H. J. Heinz Company, Laprino Cheese and T
Laura 3cudders, which obtain their water supply from the DMC or

local ground water supplies (T,IX,11:4-12;T,IX,21:21-25),

o’
Gaylord Containers Corporation recycles wastepaper at a mill on the é@”1&f&
south shore of the San Joaquin River. In 1975, approximately 12.5 (pnidownss
million gallons per day (MGD) of water pumped directly from the San
Joaquin River or purchased from CCWD were required for processing
and cooling in the manufacture of several grades of paper that are
converted into corrugated boxes, paper towels, etec.

Because canned goods can corrode when left in contact with
linerboard of corrugated boxes containing more than 500 ppm sodium
chloride, process water for the manufacture of boxes is kept below
150 ppm chloride (T,VI,92:25-93:6).

L 3Ky
Fibreboard Louisiana-Pacific, a large kraft paper mill located on [ou"ﬁyu4“b
the south shore of the San Joaquin River approximately five miles
east of Antioch, produces linerboard, corrugating medium, and fiber
board from wood chips (hearing for D-1485,RT,Vol.XVII,p.135).
Unlike the nearby Gaylord Container Mill, Fibreboard's predominant
raw material is pulp produced from wood chips. Fibreboard presented
the only evidence supporting the need for process water with not
more than 150 ppm chloride for the production of linerboard
(T,IV,92:25-93:6;T,1X75:23,81:23). A witness for Contra Costa
Water Distriet, however, stated that a standard of 250 ppm chloride
year-round would be adequate (T,VII,97:22,25).

Pl
Fibreboard has two main sources of water, direct pumping from the i7£“imﬂdﬂ
San Joaquin River and CCWD. When the chlorinity in the San
Joaquin River supply is higher than 150 ppm, a partial supply of
water is purchased from CCWD; when the chlorinity level reaches 250
ppm, the entire supply is taken from the Contra Costa Canal
(T,1X,77:23-78:6). A third, relatively minor source is ground water
from two wells that provide between 500,000 and 800,000 gallons per
day. '

Dow Cnemical Company did not present information on current water ELWQ
requirements during the hearing, but information was introduced in

the D-1485 EIR. The Dow Chemical plant, located on New York Slough
between the cities of Antioch and Pittsburg, diverts from New York
Slough for cooling and process waters (hearing for D-1485, citing
Decision 1379, RT Vol. XXXT, pp. 3292-3371; Dow Exhibit 502). An
alternate water supply from the Contra Costa Canal was available for
"eritical water use"™ when the offshore supply exceeded a chloride
concentration of 160 ppm.

4-5
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U.S. Steel presented testimony in 1970 regarding water use at its
steel processing facilities located on the south shore of New York
Slough between Pittsburg and Antioch (hearing for D-1485, pg. III-.
160). Water was diverted from New York Slough for cooling uses and,
seasonally, for process water in the Wire Mill. Contra Costa Canal
water was used for process water in the Sheet and Tin Mill, the
Morgan Rod Mill, the Pipe Mill, and for boiler feed water supply
(hearing preceding D-1485; hearing preceding Decision 1379, RT,
Vol. XXX, pp. 3175-3246). Table 4.3-1 shows that in 1975 U.S. Steel
used 11,500 acre-feet of water from the Contra Costa Canal and city
supplies.

zjbﬁﬂﬁ;lﬁﬁudcéébJohns—Manville Products Corporation presented testimony in 1970

conecerning water use at its plant located on New York Slough in the
City of Pittsburg (hearing for D-1U485, citing Decision 1379, RT
Vol. 28, pp. 3098-3140). New York Slough provided the entire water
supply until chlorinity limits were reached, at which point an
alternate supply purchased from the City of Pittsburg was then used
for the boiler feed water and paper mill (see Table 4.3~1).

Shell 0il Company operates an oil refinery on the south bank of
Suisun Bay near Martinez, next to the Benicia Bridge. Though no
water is incorporated directly in the refineries products, water is
important in the refining process. Large guantities are used for
cooling, steam generation, pumps and compressors, and to heat
refining processes (T,IX,42:15-19). The refinery's main products
are approximately five million gallons per day of gasoline, jet and
diesel fuel (T,IX,41:22-25). The facility has 850 company employees
and 300 contract employees, with a current annual company payroll of
$38 million, and an annual contract payroll of $18 million
(T,IX,42:3-5),

Shell Cil Company's source of water supply is the Contra Costa

Canal terminating in Martinez. Annual water consumption in 1986 was
approximately 10,000 acre-feet, with an average consumption rate of
approximately 6,200 galleons per minute (gpm) and a peak consumption
rate of approximately 9,060 gom. Of the average use rate of 6,200
gpm, about 2,500 gpm is used for preparing boiler feed water, and
3,000 gom for cocling water. The balance is used for pad and
equipment washdown, landscape irrigation and other miscellaneous
uses (T,IX,42:20-25;T,IX,43:1-10). Shell 0il Company's major
concern is the reliability of their water supply (T,IX,46:12-13).

4,4 Estuary Agriculture Beneficial Uses

4.4.1

W

Delta Agriculture

About three-quarters of the Delta land area (515,000 acres) is
farmed with water from the channels and sloughs adjacent to each
individual island in the Delta (DWR,304). There is not a water
supply problem in the agricultural waters affected by tidal
actions. Most channels in the Delta have sufficient volume to
supply agricultural water needs even at low tidal stages. However,
water levels in some isclated channels in the scuthern Delta are
affected by drawdown caused by the state and federal pumping
plants (T,XITI,220:17-233:10).

4-6
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4,4,1,2 Delta Mineral 3oils -'5Jacmﬁb- 45 mesnL S0n Cuseg

Soils in the Delta fall generally into two categories, organic and
mineral. Farmed organic soils constitute 68 percent of the tota
cropped area and mineral soils the remaining 32 percent. Organic
soils are usually found in the Delta lowlands, that is,the land
area below an elevation of +5 feet mean sea level. Delta uplands
are those areas above +5 feet mean sea level. Mineral soils are
found in both the Delta lowlands and uplands.

4,4,1.1 Delta Organic Soils - beday +$° i SCA (wbo?

The Delta organic soils were formed through the biochemical
breakdown of marsh plants and grasses that existed prior. to the
development of the present levee system. The amount of organic.
soils in the Delta is constantly being reduced because of
continuing decomposition and oxidation from both natural
processes and farm practices. As a result, the lowland Delta
islands are sinking at the rate of one to three inches per year

and the actual acreage of the organic soils is also being
reduced (T,LV,82:20~25).

The high permeability of organic soils and their low surface ‘k,
elevation compared to surrounding waterways produces high ground "™
water table conditions. The high ground water table, along with Edo s
problems associated with uneven decomposition and settlement of ,
organic soils,makes subirrigation the primary method of water V .
application for erop production. Subirrigation is the delivery ﬂﬁd%ﬁftz
of water to plant rocts by capillary action from the underlying
saturated soil strata. This form of irrigation, however, must

be tied to a winter leaching program to remove salts accumulated

in the root zone. In the organic, sub-irrigated soils, the

salts are brought into the soil column from beneath the plant

roots. The shallow water table prevents downward leaching of

these salts after the irrigation has been completed. To lower ‘)gx;\,uqﬁ
the high level of ground water and provide adequate drainage, J
water must be pumped from beneath the scil profile of the ba- .
lowlying Delta islands and discharged into the adjoining 6&nr~5041'd
waterways. Aol agess”

i~

Delta mineral solils were formed through deposition of sands and
minerals eroded from the Sierra Nevada by various streams
tributary to the Delta. These soils are generally found in the
Delta uplands. Since subirrigation is not practicable in the
mineral soils, water is applied te the soil surface, usually
through furrow, sprinkler, or flcood irrigation, Leaching of the
soils is also required along with occasional changes in cropping
] patterns. Unlike subirrigation of organic soils, in_the

mineral , surface-Irrigated soils, the salts are brought into the
50il column from above with the irrigation wateF. EXcess salts
§F3_fﬁén~ﬁemeved'ét the end of the irrigation season by applying
irrigation water teo flush the salt into the lower ground water
table. Some leaching may also be accomplished with winter

rainfall.
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4.4.1.3

iu.tm.u

Crop Production

Crop production information was presented by DWR for the Delta
lowlands and uplands (DWR,304). Corn was the predominant crop
grown in the Delta during the period 1977-84, accounting for
25.8 percent of the total acreage (Table #4.4.1.3-1). Grain is
grown on an additional 21.5 percent of the acreage, followed by
tomatoes, alfalfa and mixed pasture; other crops such as sugar
beets, deciduocus trees and safflower account for the majority of
the remainder. Crops and livestock production in the Delta has
a gross sale value of approximately $500 million (Table
4,4.1.3-2), with field and truck crops making up 57 percent

of that total.

TABLE 4141103-2
ECONCMIC VALUE OF DELTA CROPS AND LIVESTOCK

Gross Value Delta Area

Lowland Upland Total
Agricultural Category ($ Million)

Field Crops 100.4 67.2 167.6
Truck Crops 76.9 34.6 111.5
Tree Fruit, Nut & Vine 25.1 18.2 3.2
Seed & Nursery 7.9 1.8 9.7
Livestock 9.9 144.,5 154.5

TOTAL $220.2 $266.3 $U86.5

Salinity Tolerance

A major guestion t3d be addressed in setting salinity standards
for agriculture is, "What is the salt tolerance of the crops
grown in the Delta?" Several parties presented information on
this topic (DWR,327,328; CCWD,50; SDWA, 105,109, 117;

SWRCB, 22,23,26). Table 4.4,1.4-1 presents selected information
concerning salt threshold and yield levels for sensitive and
moderately sensitive crops (DWR 328). The salt threshold for a
particular crop is the level below which no loss in yield is
experienced due to soil salt conditions.

4-8
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1977 to 1984 CROP ACREAGES AND PERCENTAGES*
FOR THE SACRAMENTO-SAN JOAQUIN DELTA

TABLE 4.4, 1.3-1

FROM DWR 304

Lowlands &

Crop Uplands Lowlands Uplands
ac. % ac, % ac. y 4
Field Corn 132,770 25.8 107,480 30.6 25,290 15.6
Grain 110,900 21.5 81,960 23.4 28,940 17.8
Tomatoes 43,100 8.4 25,370 7.2 17,730 10.9
Alfalfa 39,770 7.7 24,350 6.9 15,420 9.5
Mixed Pasture 36,020 7.0 17,730 5.0 18,290 11.3
Sugar Beets 27,650 .U 15,240 4.3 12,410 7.6
Deciduous 25,960 5.0 9,240 2.6 16,720 10.3
Safflower 23,530 .6 21,060 6.0 2,470 1.5
Asparagus 23,400 4,5 21,840 6.2 1,560 1.0
Beans 17, 580 A 4,690 1.3 12,890 7.9
Sunflower 6,630 .3 6,050 1.7 580 0.4
Vineyard 4,870 .0 4,150 1.2 720 0.5
Sor ghum 4,580 .9 3,600 1.0 980 0.6
Cole Crops 4,140 .8 3,610 1.0 530 0.3
Melons 2,430 .5 250 0.1 2,180 1.4
Sudan 2,180 AU 710 0.2 1,470 0.9
Potatoes 2,160 W4 2,160 0.6 0 0.0
Rice 1,810 s 480 0.1 1,330 0.8
Native Pasture 1,130 .2 140 0.0 990 0.6
Misc. Truck 1,120 .2 750 0.2 370 0.2
Lettuce 1,110 .2 0 0.0 1,110 0.7
Onions 590 o1 370 0.1 220 0.1
Misc. Field 510 o 1 460 0,1 50 0.0
Clover 450 o1 G40 0.1 10 0.0
Carrots 300 o1 300 -0.1 0 0.0
Peppers 250 .0 50 0.0 200 0.1
Nursery 60 0 0 0.0 60 0.0
TOTAL 515,000 100.0 352,580 100.0 162,520 100.0

*Percentages computed by State Board staff
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TABLE 4.4.1.4-1
DELTA SERVICE AREA
CROP SALT SENSITIVITY

(DWR, 328)

Sensitive Crops

Beans
Onions

Moderately Sensitive Crops

Fruits & Muts
Almonds
Apricots
Peaches
Grapes

Corn
Corn (subirrigated, organic soil)

Potatoes

Miscellaneous
Truck Crops

Carrots
Lettuce
Cabbage
Brocecoli

Alfalfa

Tomatoes

Sudan

Rice

X4 ECe means Electrical Conductance of the soll saturation extract, reported

as deci Siemens per meter (ds/m).

2/ This tolerance of corn shown is for corn grown on a mineral soil using
conventional methods of surface irrigation (furrow or sprinklers).

Salt Sensitivity
(Crop Salt Sensitivity)
Thres?gld Loss in Yield per
ECe Unit Increase in ECe
ds/m Beyond Threshold

19%
16%

[ S Y
- L)
[\V N =]

19%
21%
21%
9.%
2/ 12%

[ J Y S G Sy
L] » » L) -
= =31~ v

4%

13%
9.7%
9.2%
703%
9.9%
4.3%

12%

- L] - - - L]
OO WmWOo

LOMNMNMN DN -
L]

Delta corn trials (reported by Hoffman, et al., 1983) indicate a corn
tolerance a little higher for corn grown on the Delta peat under

subirrigation. It is reported to be ECe=2.1 ds/m, or 23% higher.
probably due to the higher water content of the peat.

(for mineral soils) can be multiplied by a factor of 1.23 to obtain
tolerance of similar crops grown on subirrigated soils.

The

This is
The usual tolerance
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4.4.2 Bay Agriculture

Very little information was presented in the hearing sessions on
agriculture, as a beneficial use, outside of the legal limits of the
Delta but within the boundary of San Francisco Bay. Contra Costa
Water District presented records showing crop production for their
district (CCWD,48) (Table 4.4.2-1).

TABLE 4.4.2-1--CROPS PRODUCED IN CONTRA COSTA WATER DISTRICT, 1986

Crop Acres
Corn 10
Alfalfa 20
Irrigated Pasture 30
Other miscellaneous

field crops 60
Apricots 10
Grapes* 500
Almonds¥ 700
Walnuts 10

*# Not irrigated in 1986
4.5 Estuary Fishery Habitat Beneficial Uses

The fishery resources of the Estuary depend on its complex ecosystem

for a variety of purposes during different life stages and in different
seasons and water year types. The Estuary provides habitat for close to
150 fish species and a vast acquatic food web of invertebrates, including
shellfish and erustacean, and planktonic organisms. The fishery
provides valuable resources for many cother terrestrial and aquatic
wildlife species as well,

The relationship of fishery habitat requirements to water quality has
been documented for relatively few species. Studies normally focus on
important commercial and recreational species such as Bay shrimp,
Dungeness crab, Chinook salmon, striped bass, and American shad, among
others. There is still a great deal of debate about the relationship
between water quality and quantlty and the changes in fishery resources
even for the well studied species.

Beneficial uses of the Estuary's fishery comprise four major categories
in the current Water Quality Control Plans (Basin Plans) for the

San Francisco and Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Boards,
Regions 2 and 5, respectively. These are:

e TFreshwater Habitat -- which provides habitat to sustain aquatic
resources for cold water (COLD) and warm water (WARM) species.

o Fish Migration (MIGR) -- which provides a migration route and
tampeorary aquatic environment for anadromous and other fish species.
This beneficial use is also subdivided for warm and cold water
species.

# Fish Spawning (SPWN) -- which provides a high quality aquatic habitat
suitable for fish spawning.

4-11



® Preservation of Rare and Endangered Species (RARE) —-- which provides
an aquatic habitat necessary, at least in part, for the survival of
certain speciles established as being rare and endangered.

The following sections #.5.1-=4.5.2.3 summarize available information on
the fishery beneficial uses of the Estuary, including invertebrates.
There are two major subdivisions: Section 4.5.1 discusses fishery
habitat beneficial uses for species mostly using freshwater habitat;
Section 4.5.2 discusses those which mostly use estuarine habitat. The
information presented in this chapter will be used in Chapters 5 and 7
to determine what levels of protection are optimal and reasonable for
the fishery habitat in the Bay-Delta Estuary.

4,5,1 Delta Habitat

This section considers the habitat for species that primarily use
the freshwater of the Delta. Suisun Bay and the other lower
estuarine areas (San Pablo, San Francisco and South bays) are
discussed in Section 4.5.2..

4.5.1.1

Phytoplankton and Zooplankton

The importance of phytoplankton and zooplankton (including the
opossum shrimp, Neomysis mercedis) as the basis for the

food chain of fish and larger invertebrates was discussed at
length in Phase I of hearing record (see, for example,

DFG, 28, 14; T,XTX,15:16-19,28:13-29:14,70:19-71:8;T, XL, 52:
19-53:5,59:1-4). The young of striped bass and other game fish,
and all life stages of forage fish, feed on zcoplankton and

. Neomysis (DFG,28,1), which in turn feed on smaller

zooplankton and phytoplankton (DFG,28,1-4), Phytoplankton
abundance is itself dependent on llght flow, salinity and
nutrients. The complex interactions of these components are
discussed in the hearing record.

While phytoplankton and zooplankton in the Delta food chain are
undoubtedly important, the evidence presented is not
sufficiently definitive to develop specific objectives for the
protection of phytoplankton or zcoplankton. A variety of
factors have led to this conclusiocon:

e Changes in the Delta

_There have been extensive changes in recent years in the
Delta area, the effects of which are poorly understocd.
These changes include: (1) the introduction of the Asian
copepod, Sinocalanus doerrii, and its apparent

displacement of the native copepod, Eurytemora affinis

from the central Delta area (DFG,28,25-28); (2) changes in
phytoplankton bloom patterns in the Delta, with the
appearance of dense blooms of the chain diatom, Melosira
(DFG, 28, 14=19); (3) changes in Delta outflow, salinity and
rate of exports (DFG,20,22-25); and (4) increases in releases
of water from New Melones Reservoir for interim improvement
of southern Delta water quality (T,XV,21:1-9).

4-12
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e Limitations on Data and Analysis

Limited available data precluded critical analyses needed to
evaluate potential flow and salinity objectives to protect
these beneficial uses. For example, almost no data were
presented from the 1960's, prior to the operation of the SWP;
thus the effects of increased export operations could not be
analyzed. Data presented by DFG (Exhibit 28) tended to lump
data into pre-drought (1969-1975) and post-drought (1978-
1985) periods, even though they noted that some of the
changes discussed in the post-drought period began to occur
prior to the 1976-1977 drought (DFG,28,16,31). In addition,
much of the data was presented as March-November averages,
which tended to prohibit interpretation of the data during
eritical periods of the year, such as the spring spawning
period for striped bass. Data averaged in this way reduced
the usefulness of the evidence for the purpose of setting
objectives.

® Absence of Definitive Relationships

Limits on data collection design and data interpretation
prevented development of definitive relationships among data
sets. For example, USBR testified that the phytoplankton
data they collected were not used to make connections with
other parts of the food chain (T,LXII,109:7-18). The DFG
presentations on the relationship between chlorophyll a
levels and abundance of various zooplankton used the March-
November average abundance levels for both factors (DFG,28,61~
T4). However, in most years, blecoms occur for only a small
portion of this nine-month pericd. Therefore, the effects of
blooms on zooplankton abundance, an important concept in much
of the discussion, is lost because the long-term average
chlorophyll a is at background or non-bloom levels (K10
ug/l). Seasonal and geographic differences are also obscured
because only one data point is presented for each year.

For these reasons, no objectives are proposed specifically
for the protection of phytoplankton or zcocoplankton in the
Delta. It is anticipated, however, that the objectives
proposed for the protection of other beneficial uses may
provide substantial protection for these aquatic resources as
well.

Snould additional evidence indicate that these aguatic
resources are not being protected, and the evidence is
sufficiently definitive to propose objectives, this issue may
be reexamined at a later date.
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4,5.1.2 Chinook Salmon

e Races and Migration

Chinook, or king salmon, Onchorhynchus tshawytscha,

is a native, coldwater, anadromous species of major
commercial and recreational importance in California. The
total annual sport and commercial harvest of chinocok salmon
produced in the Central Valley since 1957 averages over
400,000 fish, The estuarine gill net fishery for salmon was
outlawed in 1957. Since then the ocean commercial troll
harvest of Central Valley salmon has averaged about 324,000
fish, approximately 57 percent of all Chinook harvested in
California. The ocean recreational catch has averaged
close to 60,000 fish and the inland sport harvest is
estimated to be about 35,000 fish (USFWS, 31,103,176~
179;DWR, 56,57-59) .

Adult Chinook salmon migrate through the Estuary from the
ocean to spawning areas in the upper Sacramento-San Joaquin
River basins. Four races, all believed to be genetically
distinct (USFWS,31,109), spawn in the upper Sacramento Basin
(USFWS,29,4). Each race is named for the time of year when
the upstream migration (run) occurs. There are fall, late-
fall, winter and spring runs. Because the spawning runs of
the four races overlap in the upper Sacramento River, all
life stages may be found in all months (see Figure 4.5.1.2-
1). The occurrence of four races of Chinook salmon in a
single river basin is unique in the United States

(T, XXXV, 16:24-17:1),

The fall race, comprising 90 percent of all Chinook spawning
in the Central Valley, migrates upstream from about late July
through December (USFWS,29,5). Smaller populations of late-
fall, winter, and spring run fish spawn in the upper
Sacramento River (see Figure 4.5.1.2-2). The winter run was
formerly the second largest but today is the smallest

(T, XXXV,22:6-14); it is now under consideration as a
candidate for endangered species status. The Sacramento
River and its tributaries produce 80 percent of all Central
Valley Chinocok salmon (USFWS,31,1) with almost 20 percent
contributed by the San Joaquin River Basin in some years
(DFG, 15, Appendix 1).

Prior to the closure of Friant dam on the San Joaquin River,
there was a spring run in the upper river (DFG,15,8). Today,
only the fall run spawns in the Merced, Tuoclumne and
Stanislaus rivers (DFG,15,4). There are also small runs in
the Mokelumne and Cosumnes Rivers (SWRCB, 435,35).

4-14
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e Development and Migration

The developmental stages and habitat requirements for each
stage are generally the same for the four races of Chinook
salmon in the Central Valley. However, the different life
stages use different locations and require different habitat
conditions as they develop within the Sacramento-San Joaquin
River basins. The water quality and habitat requirements of
each life stage, their location and duration are shown in
Table 4.5.1.2-1,

Chinook salmon are a cold water species. Water temperatures
below 60°F are required for spawning and the survival and
growth of eggs and fry (USFWS,29,4; USFWS,31,4:T, XXXV, U43:6-
8). The virulence of many diseases affecting Chinook salmon
is reduced when temperatures are below 60°%F (USFWS,29,23).
Juvenile emigrants {(smolts) can tolerate water temperatures
somewhat higher than 60°F but above about 65°F a variety

of stress effects occur (DWR,562,3; DWR,563,1-3; USFWS,31,4;
DFG, 15,23-27). At temperatures of about 68“F or more,
smolts are highly stressed (DFG,15,25-26); 76°F is lethal
(USFWS,31,42).

Most naturally spawning Chinook salmon typically return to
the stream where they hatched (home stream) at three years of
age (DFG, 15,18) (two and one-half years after their smolt
migrating) or more. During the upstream migration, adults
depend on sensing the chemical composition of the water for
olfactery cues acquired during their juvenile emigration.
Downstream flows of home stream water are necessary for
successful spawning migration. If these flows are inadequate
or have been diverted, migration delays can occur (USFWS,

31,94).

Adults feollow the salinity gradient to the western Delta.
Peak numbers of adult migrants, from the fall, late fall, and
winter runs move through the Estuary from October to February
(USFWS, 31, 93). However, because the spawning runs overlap,
adults can be found in the Estuary during the entire year.

In the western Delta, stocks from the two major river basins
diverge. Most of the San Joaquin River fish follow the
mainstem of the San Joaquin River into the tributaries
although some use Old and Middle rivers (USFWS, 31, 93).

Most Sacramento River Basin Chinook are thought to use the
mainstem, though some travel through the Central Delta via
the lower forks of the Mokelumne River (USFWS 31, 93).

Spawning, incubation and early rearing take place primarily
upstream of the Delta. However, some fry also rear also
takes place in the Estuary. While rearing, young salmon feed
for about two months or more on a diet of aquatic and
terrestrial insects and zooplankton (USFWS,29,4;USFWS,31,14;
SWRCB, 450,5-4). Peak fry abundance occurs in the Delta in
February and March (USFWS,31,7). As they grow and move into
the Estuary, Neomysis (opossum shrimp), Corophium (an
amphipod) and Crangon (Bay shrimp) become important prey
items (SWRCB, 433, 113).
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Salmon smolts migrate downstream through the Delta in all but
the summer months when water temperatures reach lethal levels
(USFWS,31,17-19). Including naturally produced fish and
hatchery reared salmon released in or above the Delta

(USFWS, 31,27), the annual fall smolt run that passed Chipps
Island between 1978 and 1985 was estimated to range from 10
to 50 million fish (USFWS,31,25). On the average, it takes
an individual fall run smolt three weeks to emigrate from the
upper Sacramento to the ccean, one week to reach the Delta
and ahout two weeks to pass through the Delta and Bay
(USFWS,31,32). Smolt emigration through the Delta usually
peaks in May (Figure 4.5.1.2-3) (USFWS,31,22). However,
smolts from different tributaries leave their natal streams
and move into the Delta at different times and there are year
to year variations in the timing of emigration
(USFWS,321,23). The fall run emigration from April through
June (USFWS,31,17) coincides with historical flow increases
caused by snow melt (DWR,561,6). San Joaquin River Basin
fall run smolts emigrate scomewhat earlier during this period
than Sacramento River Basin smolts (USFWS,31,23). The
increase in Delta smolt abundance observed in October and
November is probably the late fall race or yearling, fall run
salmon. The winter or spring run emigrates from January
through March. Peak abundance of salmon salvaged at the
state's Delta pumping plant confirm this seasonal pattern of
young salmon abundance in the Delta (see Figure 4.5.1.2-3).

e 3durvival and Abundance

Smolts migrate downstream to the ocean where they mature for
two or more years. Recoveries of adults in the ocean,
tagged as smelts and released in Suisun Bay, indicate that
only about two percent survive. Thus, 10 to 50 million
smolts would produce 200,000 to 1,000,000 fish available to
the ocean fishery (USFWS,31,27). The number of fish
escaping harvest and mortality and returning to the spawning
grounds each year is known as annual escapement. Survival
from eggs to returning adults in a stable population was
reported to average 0.04 percent (DWR,561,3). No detailed
evidence was presented regarding overall survival rates for
Sacramento-San Joaquin Basin Chinock salmon.

The USFWS estimated that the abundance of naturally produced
Chinook salmon has decreased by over 50 percent since the
DFG began recording Central Valley escapement in the early
1950's when the population averaged over 400,000 fish (see
Figure 4.5.1.2-4) (USFWS,31,1). From about 1955 until 1965,
Sacramento Basin Chinook salmon escapement averaged above
250,000 fish. However, according to calculations by the
DWR, over the last 20 years the total number of naturally
produced adult salmon has declined to around 100,000 fish
while escapement of hatchery reared fish has increased to
about 90,000 fish (see Figure 4.5.1.2-4)(TWR,559,74).
Escapement of nonhatchery salmon of all runs except Lhe
spring run have shown a consistent downward trend (see
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Figure 4.5,1.2-2), Upstream factors identified as
contributing to the decline in natural salmon production
include loss of habitat from construction and operation of
dams and diversions (T,XXXV,25:20-23;DFG,15,8;T,XXXV,33:7-
37:12). Stressful to lethal water temperatures, reduced or
fluctuating flows, and harmful concentrations of toxins are
also factors (USFWS,29;DWR,561)

Annual Sacramento Basin escapement and ccmmercial ocean
harvest have become relatively stable in the last 20 years
due to the practice of taking immature Chincok salmon from
the Feather and American River hatcheries and releasing them
below the Delta (DWR,559,47~T4; USFWS,31,2). Survival of
these fish is six to eight times better than naturally or
hatchery produced fish emigrating from upstream of the Delta
(T,X00VIT, 153: 2-154:1;T, XXVII, 161:22-162: 1).

DWR's consultant reported that the Feather and American
River hatcheries support. A significant proportion of
spawning runs and the commercial eateh (T,XXXVIT,151:13-18,
s 1-143T, 0OVI, 140-10-21), Between 1978 and 1984, it has
been estimated that hatcheries contributed an average of 87
and 78 percent to the American and Feather River runms,
respectively (T,XXXVII,153:2-17), at least 16 percent or
more to the upper Sacramento run, and an undetermined number
to the Yuba River run (USFWS,29,12;T,XXXVII, 152:6~-22).

DWR's consultant calculated that between 1978 and 1984 the
Feather and American river hatcheries produced about 48
percent of total Sacramento Basin escapement and 44 percent
of the ocean harvest of Central Valley Chincok salmon
(T,XXXVII,151:22-152:5). This has enabled the commercial
harvest of Central Valley Chinook to be maintained at around
350,000 to 450,000 fish and the catch to escapement ratio
(harvest fraction) to double (T,X3OVIII,257:14-22) (see
Figures 4.5.1.2-5 and 4.5.1.2-6).

San Joaquin Basin stocks, where the hatchery contribution

to escapement is less than five percent (USFWS,31,107),
still fluctuate widely (see Figure 4.5.1.2-7). Maximum
adult escapement to the San Joaquin Basin appears to be
correlated with high spring flow conditions two and one-half
years earlier when young fish were produced and emigrating
downstream (DFG, 15,34-U44;USFWS, 31, 64-66T, X¥XXVI, 160: 1-
161:6). San Joaguin Basin escapement of 40,000 or more
spawners is typical when spring outflows two and one-half
years earlier are high (USFWS,31,65).

Factors Contributing to Delta Survival

Delta conditions during smolt emigration have been
identified as a major factor affecting salmon smolt survival
and consequent adult escapement of hatchery and naturally
produced Chincok (T,XXXVI,139:17-22). The primary changes
identified by the USFWS, DFG and others to improve smolt
survival in the Delta were: (1) higher spring flows, (2)
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FIGURE 4.5.1.2-5 Estimated ocean harvest fraction for California Chinook salmon (illustrates
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FIGURE 45.1.27 Comparison of total spawning escapement of Sacramento and
San Joaquin River Basin Chinook salmon, 1953 - 1986 (from DFG, 15, Appendix 1)
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temperatures below the stressful level of about 66 to 88°F,
{3) "overcoming" the adverse impacts of water diversion

that transport Sacramento Basin fish through the Delta Cross
Channel, and (#) reverse flows in the lower San Joaguin

that transport San Joaquin Basin fish away from their normal
migration routes to CVP and SWP export pumps.

(T, XXVI, 156:21-23; USFW3,31,62).

e Salmon Harvest and Econcmic Value

Table 4.5,1.2-2 shows the average estimated ocean

commercial and sport cateh of Central Valley Chinook salmon
in California and an estimate of the proportion supported by
hatchery production (DWR,559,45). The estimated 1977-1986
California commercial harvest of Chinook salmon from the
Central Valley averaged well over 300,000 fish per year
(USFWS, 31,177, Appendix 32), representing almost 60 percent
of the total ocean catch of Chinook salmon in California
during this period. The five year average price per salmon
purchased "off the boat" was estimated to be $26 in 1987.
The average commercial catch for 1982-1986 was about 215,500
fish (USFWS,31,177), which translates to an average annual
value of abcout $8.2 million per year for the commercizl
fishery. The ocean sport harvest averages about 60,000 fish
per year (see Figure 8.5.1.2-6). It is estimated that $72
per day is spent for about 100,000 days of ocean
recreational fishing, primarily party boat rentals, for an
estimated annual value of $7.2 million (Thomson and Hupert,
1987). USFWS presented an estimate for the inland sport
harvest of Chinocok salmon of .35,000 fish (USFWS,31,103).
However, Meyer Rescurces (1985) reported the inland catch to
be ten percent of the ocean catch (BISF,H40,15), or about
6,000 fish. At a catch rate of 0.2 fish per day represents
a range of about 1,200 {(for 6,000 fish} to 175,000 (for
35,000 fish) angler days each year. Based on cost estimates
for shore fishing ($31 per day) to boat rental (about
$48/day) the estimated annual value of the inland
recreational Chincok fishery ranges from 337,300 tc 357,500
for the lower catch estimate to $5.4 to $8.4 million for the
upper catch estimate. The value of Central Valley Chinook
salmon harvested in California's inland and coastal waters
is estimated to range from a minimum of approximately $15.8
million to a maximum of approximately $23.8 million (see
Table 4.5.1.2-3).

4,5.1.3. Striped Bass

Striped bass, Morone saxatilis, were successfully

introduced into the Estuary at Martinez with the planting of
about 140 fish from the Navesink River, New Jersey, on June 18,
1879. A second planting of 300 fish occurred in 1882
(BISF,58,2). The stock expanded quickly and before 1890
supported a commercial fishery that was terminated in 1935 due
to a population decline (BISF,47,27). While important
recreational fishery continues to the present, recent declines
have caused concern.
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Table 4.5.1.2-2. Estimated Average Annuat Harvest of Chinook Salmon and the
Hatchery Contribution to the Catch of Central Valley Salmon

Ocean Commercial

Commercial Catch
of Central Valley

‘Percent of Ocean
Catch from Central
Valley Chinook

Catch 1/ Chinook 1/ @</

Year &) (2) 3
1952-1970 558,282 320,982 57
1971-1977 564,796 309,402 55
1978-1985 560,711 333,160 59

Percent Katchery
Sport + Commercial Ocean Commercial Chinook in Central
Catch of Central + Sport Catch of Valley Catch
vatley Chinook Hatchery Chincok 3/ (6/3)
(2+4) 6) (7
Year (3)
1952-1970 373,139 7,407 2.0
1971-1977 401,010 88,603 22.1
1978-1986 397,026 141,291 35.6

1/ from DWR,561,57, Appendix A-3

2/from DWR,561,58-60, Appendix A-4
3/from DMR,559,44-45, Table I11-4.
River hatchery alone.

The period of time covers 1957-1970 for the American
Subsequent years include the Feather River hatchery production

through 1984, Contributions by other Central Vailey hatcheries were not determined.
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Table 4.5.1.2=-3=-=Estimated Dollar Value of
Chincok Salmon caught in California

1/

Commercial Fishery Sport Fishery Total
(million $) {million $) (million %>
Inland Ocean
.373-.575 7.2 15.8-16.0
8.2 5.4-8.4 20.8-23.8

T/Estimates of the size of the inland fishery vary
widely from 6,000-35,000 fish. Therefore the estimated
dollar value was caleulated for both these estimates.
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® Migration and Spawning

The striped bass is an anadromous fish. Most of its adult
life is spent in San Francisco Bay and adjacent ocean areas
(T,¥LI,67:1~7). In the fall the adults migrate upstream and
spend the winter in Suisun Bay and the western Delta. In
spring the adults move farther upstream to spawn in the
Sacramento River between Sacramentc and Colusa and in the
western and central Delta portion of the San Joaquin River
between Antioch and Venice Island (T,XLI,67:1-16). The Delta
spawning area 1s delimited by ocean salinity downstream and
by land-derived salinity in excess of 0.550 mmhos/cm EC
upstream, typically around Venice Island (T,XLI,68:11-20).
Temperature is also important for spawning, with initiation
of spawning typicallg oceurring as water temperatures
increase to above 61% F (SWC, 203, 13;SWRCB, 450,24-1).
Spawning typically ocecurs in the Delta from late April
through May and in the Sacramento River from mid-May to mid-
June (T,XLI,67:22-25). About one-half to two-thirds of the
eggs that are spawned are produced in the Sacramento River,
with the remainder in the Delta (T,XLI,67:20-22).

About 3 mm in diameter, striped bass eggs drift with the
currents and hatch in two to three days (T,XLI,69:11-13).
The larvae first feed on the remainder of their yolk saes and
0il droplets and continue to drift until they are about six
mm in length when they start feeding (BISF,47,35) on
zooplankton (copepods and cladocerans). They soon consume
larger organisms, especially the opossum shrimp, Neomysis
mercedis, which remains the dominant food organism

through the first two years of life before the bass shift to
larger food, including Bay shrimp and forage fish (T,XLT,70:
1-8).

The majority of bass larvae tend to concentrate in the
entrapment zone in Suisun Bay and the western Delta, although
in very high flow years the larvae may be dispersed farther
down the Estuary (T,XLI,69:15-24). The lower San Joaquin
River appears tco be a less desirable nursery area than in
former years. Higher larval mortalities here appear to be
the cause for the decline of the Delta portion of the Striped
Bass Index (SBI)(T,XLIII,30:17-23;31:11<15).

Striped bass represent a substantial rescurce throughout the
Estuary, upstream on the 3Sacramento River, in coastal waters
and in export canals and reservoirs (see Sections 4.9.3 and
4.9,5), 1In the years 1983 to 1985, sales of striped bass
stamps (reguired by law for fishing) have averaged over
560,000 per year (NOAA,1986). Annual recreational catches of
striped bass (exeluding reservoirs and aqueducts) vary from
100,000 to 400,000 fish (T,XLI,70:17-18) taken mainly from
private boats or along the shoreline. Charter boats take 10-
15 percent of the cateh (T,XLI,70:25-71:17). Apart from the
fishery, striped bass are alsc valuable in the focd chain of
the Estuary. Their eggs and small larvae also serve as food
for other fish and invertebrates. Being principal predators
in the river and estuarine food chains, larger bass contribute
to the control of the size of forage fish pepulations.
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Extensive, multi-year studies of the striped bass population
have all indicated a substantial decline in the population
since the 1950's (SWC,203,16-19; DFG,25,8-10,28-30,39-41).
Estimates of adult population size have declined from about
three million in the early 1960's to less than one million
fish currently (T,XLI,72:3-7;3WRCB,500,1)., The current two-
fish, 18-inch minimum length bag limit was established in
1982 in response to this decline, and the striped bass stamp
was instituted to provide additionzl funds for research on
this fish. A variety of theories have been proposed to
explain the reasons for the decline (see Chapter 5}.

4,5,1.4 Ameriecan Shad

American shad, Alosa sapidissima, is a warm water,

anadromous fish species. Shad were introduced to the Delta
from the east coast in the late 1800's and within ten years a
commercial gill net fishery developed. Over one million
pounds (lbs) per year were regularly harvested. It is
estimated (at an average weight of three 1lbs per fish) that
this represented a catch of about two million shad, with a
total population of two to three times this number
(DFG,23,16). By the late 1940's the fishery declined, and by
1957 commercial fishing of shad ended when gill netting was
prohibited to protect other fisheries (DFG,23,1; SWRCB,405).

A popular shad sport fishery exists in the Sacramento,

San Joaquin, American, Feather, and Yuba rivers and in the

Delta. Surveys in the late .1970's indicate that between 35,000
and 55,000 angler days were spent in catching about 79,000 to
140,000 shad (DFG,23,1-2). Estimates from a 1976-1977 survey
indicate a population of about three million shad (T,XXIX, 13:11-
123DFG,23,15). No specific data on the value of the shad

fishery is avallable, However, if shore fishing expenditures
average about $31 per angler day (Thomson and Huppert, 1987),

the total annual value ranges from $2.4 to $4.3 million.

The life history stages and habitat requirements of American
shad are shown in Table 4.5,1.4-1. Adult shad spend three to
five years in the ocean before they reach maturity (SWRCB,450,3~
3) and enter the lower Estuary in the fall; they migrate through
the Delta from about March through May to upstream spawning
grounds (T,XTX, 13:23-24), actively feeding on copepods and
cladocerans, as well as Necmysis and Corophium

(DFG, 23, 12; SWRCB,433,100). Peak adult numbers occur in the
upper Delta in May (DFG,23,5) at water temperatures ranging from
about 57° to 75%F (DFG,23,4).

Historically, spawning occurred through the tidal fresh water
reaches of the San Joaquin and Sacramentc rivers and upstream
(T, XXXIX, 14:5-7) from about May through July. Today, the lower
San Joaquin River ne longer supports significant spawning
activity beczuse of poor water quality as well as low and
reverse flows during the spawning season (T,XXXIX, 14:23-
2U4;SWRCB, 450,3-3). Spawning occurs from May to June in the
north Delta, the Sacramento River above Hood up to the Red Bluff
diversion dam, and the major tributaries of the Sacramento River
(DFG, 23,2-4; SWRCB,450,3-3; DFG,13,21; SWRCB,405,41).
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Shad spawn where there is a current, over gravel or sand at
water temperatures of about 60°F to 755 (DFG, 13, 21;

DFG,23,3). The distribution and abundance of spawners is
influenced by flow. When spring tributary flows are low, the
bulk of the run spawns in the main stem of the Sacramento River
while spawning in the tributaries decreases (T,XXIX, 14:12-
14:22;0FG,13,22). Many shad die after spawning although scme do
survive to spawn again. It is believed these fish return to the
tributary where they initially spawned (DFG,23,8).

After shad spawn, the fertilized eggs sink and drift with the
current until hatching about 4-6 days later (SWRCB,405,41).
When river flows are high, more shad eggs are carried further
downstream and the importance of the Delta as rearing habitat
increases (T,XXXIX,15:13-15). The major shad nursery areas are
located in the Feather River below the mouth of the Yuba River,
the lower American River, the Sacramento River from Colusa to
Sacramentc, and the north Delta (DFG,23,8;T,XXIX,15:3-15:6).
Shad nursery habitat is mostly upstream from striped bass
nursery habitat (T,XXXIX,49:1-49:3)} and overlaps with Chinook
salmon rearing areas. In rearing areas upstream from the Delta,
young shad concentrate near the water surface, feeding on
terrestrial insects that drop into the water from riparian
vegetation (SWRCB,433,101). From about June through August in
the Delta, young shad feed on zooplankton before emigrating as
juveniles during September to December (DFG,23,11; SWRCB,450,
3-3). Most shad emigrate by the end of their first year
(DFG,23,10). However, some may remain in San Franeisco,

San Pablo, and Suisun bays and uisun Marsh for a second year or
not emigrate to the ocean at all (DFG,23,10-~11). According to
DFG relatively few yearling shad use the Suisun Marsh

(T, XXXIX,46:1-5).

Wnen Delta inflows are greater during the spawning and rearing
seasons, shad preduction inereases (Figure #4.5.1.4-1)
(DFG,23,17). Higher flows during the spring to early summer may
improve shad abundance by: (1) providing more spawning and
rearing habitat with a consequent reduction in competition for
food; (2) dispersing eggs and larvae over a larger area which
also decreases competition; and (3) reducing the proportion of
river flow diverted to the export pumps, thereby reducing the
number of young shad entrained (T,XXXTX,16:2-17:16).

Millions of young shad, both those spawned in the Delta and
migrants from the Sacramento River that have been transported
through the Delta Cross Channel, are entrained by the CVP and
SWP export pumps (DFG,23,20-21;TXXXIX;17:6-24). Fifty percent
or more of the shad collected at the CVP and SdP fish protection
facilities die during fish salvage operations (T,XXXIX,17:11-16-
18:4;DFG,23,22). Numerous unscreened Delta agricultural
diversions alsoc contribute to the mortality of young shad

(T, XXXTX,17:4-10). Water diversions during the spawning and
rearing season may also reduce shad production by decreasing
the azbundance of their primary food, zooplankton (T,XXXIX, 18:6-
18).

4-32




]

{

2l

Juvenile shad abundance index

FIGURE 4.5.1.4-1 Relationship between average daily April-June inflow to the Delta and fall
abundance of juvenile American shad, 1967-1985 (except 1974 and 1978) (from DFG, 23, 19).
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4.5.1.5 Other Resident and Anadromous Fish

There are over 30 species of resident, warmwater fishes in the
Estuary (DFG,24,2), more than half of which were introduced.
Most resident fish are members of one of three families:
Centrachidae, sunfish; Cyprinidae, minnows; and Ictaluridae,
catfish. '

@ Background

These families support popular recreational fisheries in the
Delta. White catfish, Ictalurus catus, are the most
commonly caught resident fish, followed by largemouth bass,
Micropterus salmoides, and then other sunfish.

Sunfish, catfish and largemcuth bass are the second, third,
and fourth most commonly caught gamefish statewide
(DFG,24,5). Non-game resident fish are important components
in the estuarine food web both as predators and prey (DFG,
24,6). An important introduced forage species, the threadfin
shad, Dorosoma petenense, is consumed by striped

bass, largemouth bass and other sunfish (SWRCB,450,3-10).

Relatively little is known about specific flow and water
quality requirements of resident fishes of the Estuary
(DFG,24,5). The results of a 1980 to 1983 survey by DFG were
broadly descriptive but the habitat conditions controlling
resident species populations could not be determined
(DFG,24,41), Many of the native species were so rarely
collected that they could not be statistically analyzed
(DFG,24,2). Table 4.5.1.5-1 lists the resident species of
the Estuary. Table 4,5,1.5-2 summarizes the regional water
quality trends as measured during the DFG survey.

According to DFG, native species were generally associated
with the "better water quality" of the northern and western
Delta (DFG,24,41), but this could not be confirmed from the
information presented. Speciles abundance and diversity was
second highest in the northern Delta compared to the other
regions (DFG,24,16). The abundance of several species-—the
native Sacramento sucker, Catostomas occidentalis;

prickly sculpin, Cottus asper; tule perch,

Hysterocarpus traski; Sacramento squawfish,

Ptychocheilus grandis; and splittail, Pognichthys
marolepidotus--was greatest where electrical conductivity
(EC) was lowest, mainly in the northern and western Delta
(DFG,24,19). However, it is known that the splittail, tule
perch and prickly sculpin tolerate brackish conditions. It
is therefore possible that other factors may be responsible
for their distribution (DFG,24,21-22). The highest abundance
and diversity of resident fish was observed in the eastern
Delta (DFG,24,18) where introduced species predominated in
the sluggish deadend sloughs {see Table U.5,1.5-2).

According to DFG, Delta water temperatures are within the
tolerance range of resident species (DFG,ZM,gg). Warm water
fish can tolerate temperatures as high as 86°F. Several
native minnows are associated with the cooler Lemperatures
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Table 4.5.1.5-2--Annual Average Water Quality Trends in the Delta

(from DFG, 24,

15)

Water Electrical Dissolved Transparency

Delta Temperature Conductivity Oxygen

Region (“F) (mmho) {ppm) (em)
Eastern 63.1 212 8.8 50.5
Northern 61.5 197 9.7 61.4
Western 61.7 353 9.6 46,6
Central 62.1 316 9.0 55.3
Southern 62.8 460 9.0 4.0
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more typical of the northern and western Delta (DFG,24,39),
(see Table 4.5.1.5-2). Except in localized areas, dissolved
oxygen (DO) concentrations at or below the lethal level of 3
ppm were not observed (DFG,24,40-41), The DFG study concluded
that resident fish abundance could not be correlated with
Delta water temperatures or DO levels (DFG,24,39).

® Sunfish

unfish were most abundant in the eastern Delta in habitats
with slow currents such as deadend sloughs, oxbows, and
sheltered channels and embayments (DFG,24,29); with abundant
riparian and/or aquatic vegetation (DFG,24,41-42); and with
an abundance of zooplankton (DFG,24,22-23). Sunfish are
carnivorous and eat everything from zooplankton to young-of-
the-year striped bass (DFG,24,3;SWRCB, 433,145-152). They
spawn in shallow water during the spring and summer when
water temperatures range from 57° to 75°F (DFG,24,3).
Aquatic vegetation is used as cover by all life stages

(DFG, 24,34) .,

The only native sunfish, the Sacramento perch,

Archoplites interruptus, has disappeared from the

Delta, probably due to competition with introduced species
and habitat destruction (DFG,24,22). This species was once
very widespread and abundant in the waters of the Central
Valley floor but is now found only in artificial impoundments
where it has been introduced (SWRCB,433,17).

Minnows

Taree species of introduced minnows--the carp, Cyprinus
carpio; the goldfish, Carassius auratus; and the

‘golden shiner, Notemigonus crysoleucus--have come to

dominate the five species of native minnows (see Table
4,5.1.5-1)(DFG,24,4), The introduced minnows are abundant in
the slow water of sloughs and sheltered channels, particularly
in the eastern Delta (DFG,24,29).

In an earlier study (SWRCB,433,154), the introduced goldfish
and carp, as well as the native Sacramento blackfish,
Orthodon microlepidotus and Sacramente hitch,

Lavinia exllicauda, were most numerous in the southern

Delta at Mossdale on the San Joaquin River, and were also
associated with high concentrations of dissoclved solids, an
indication of elevated salinity typical of areas receiving
agricultural drainage. In the present study, goldfish, carp,
and Sacramento blackfish were associated with higher salinity
habitats in the Delta (DFG,24,28).

The native minnows have diverse feeding habits. The
splittail eats Neomysis in the Estuary and amphipods and
clams in the Delta (SWRCB,407,53); blackfish feed on
phytoplankton and organic detritus; the hitch, zooplankten,
and the squawfish, other fish (SWRCB,%07,53). The introduced
minnows eat small insects, zooplankton and plant material
(SWRCB, 450, 104, 10-6, 10~15) .
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e Catfish

Of the four species of introduced catfish (see Table L.5.1.
5-1), the white catfish, by far the most numerous (DFG,24,4)
supports 2 significant recreational fishery. In the southern
Delta where EC and turbidity were greater, white catfish were
the most numerous resident fish species (DFG,24,28). The
breeding behavior of all four species is similar, spawning in
the spring and summer when water temperatures reach or exceed
TOF (SWRCB, 405,22-27). They are omnivorous (DFG,24,H4),

but the amphipod, Corophium, was found to be their

primary food (SWRCB, 433,131-143). According to the DFG
survey, white and channel catfish, Ictalurus

punctatus, are abundant in the turbid riverine and open
"slough habitats of the south Delta where EC rises as
agricultural runoff increases during the summer.

Other Anadromous Species

Several other native, anadromous fish use the Delta as a
migration corridor and nursery habitat. They are the green
sturgeon, Acipenser medirostris; the white sturgeon,
Acipenser transmontanus; and the steelhead rainbow

trout, Salmo gairdneri geirdneri. Other than

information presented in SWRCB exhibits, no testimony or
recommendations were made in Phase I of the hearing regarding
these species' use of the Delta.

Little is known abcut either the white or green sturgeon.
Adults of both species migrate through the Bay-Delta to
upstream spawning areas (SWRCB,405,38). White sturgeon
migrate from the late winter through early spring. Most
spawning occurs between February and May (SWRCB,407,46) in
the Sacramento River upstream of its confluence with the
Feather River. Larvae are present from late February to
early June. Following spawning, adults return to the Bay and
Delta where they remain, feeding on benthic invertebrates,
Bay shrimp and herring. Green sturgeon are believed to spend
more time offshore, traveling up and down the coast

(SWRCB, U30,452-453). Juvenile sturgeon live year round in
the Delta, eating American shad, Corophium, Neomysis,

and other species of benthic invertebrates and shrimp
(SWRCB, 433, 120-122) .

An intense commercial sturgeon fishery existed in the

1800's. It was closed in 1901 after the catch plummeted.

The fishery reopened in 1910, was closed in 1917, and only
reopened for recreational purposes in 1954 (SWRCB, 430,453).
Angling is popular in the Sacramento River up to Colusa, the
Delta (SWRCB,405,35-36), and the bays. Sturgeon are taken in
San Francisco Bay where they congregate to feed during the

- herring runs (SWRCB,430,454). Party boats reportedly
harvested 2,400 sturgeon in 1967. There is no information on
the recent magnitude of the recreational fishery.
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Adult steelhead migrate upstream from the ocean during the
spring through fall. BSpawning occurs from December through
April in tributaries above the Delta. Like salmon, steelhead
return home to their natal stream; unlike salmon, not all
adults die after spawning. Steelhead are known tc have
spawned up to four or more times (SWRCB,U405,60; SWRCB, 450,
5-7). There are several seasonal runs of steelhead migrating
through the Delta (SWRCB,405,59-60;3WRCB,450,5-6). The size
of the recreational fishery for steelhead adults and
Juveniles is unknown.

Juvenile steelhead rear in freshwater habitats for one to
three years (DFG,13,21). Because they require flows to
maintain adequate habitat during this period and much of
their original upstream habitat is no longer available,
natural steelhead populations have declined (SWRCB,407,48).
Hatcheries in the upper Sacramento, Feather, American, and
Mokelumne rivers now produce many of the steelhead occurring
in the Bay-Delta (SWRCB,450,5-7;SWRCB,H407,48). During their
downstream migration through the Bay-Delta Estuary in the
spring (April-May) and fall, juvenile steelhead feed on
Corophium, terrestrial and aquatic insects, crustaceans,
and fish (SWRCB,433,113; SWRCB,450,5-7).

@ Species of Concern

The splittail is one of twe species of special concern
because its distribution is restricted to the Bay-Delta
Estuary and it has recently declined in abundance
(USFWS,35,1). The other, the Delta smelt, Hypomesus
transpacificus, once abundant in Suisun Marsh and the
Delta, has undergone a precipitious decline since the early
1970's (USFWS3,35,20). Both fish have been reccmmended as
candidate species by the USFWS to be studied to determine
whether they should be added t?/the federal endangered and
threatened list (USFWS,35,11).

Resident fish are subjJect Lo entrainment by the SWP and CVP
Delta pumping plants. Between 1978 and 1985 an average of
330,000 white catfish and 810,000 threadfin shad were
entrained annually at the S¥P, with the highest numbers
during the summer (DFG,24,35-36). Species inhabiting open

1 Listing refers to a process established under state and federal Endangered
Species Acts by which native species are identified. Those listed are
determined to be in immediate jeopardy of extinction ("Endangered") or to be
present in such small numbers throughout their range that they may become
endangered if their present environment worsens (rare plant or threateaned
species) (California Fish and Game Ccde Sections 1901, 2062, 2067 and 2068;
16 USC.3ection 1531, =t seq.)
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water or more riverine habitats are thought by DFG to be
more vulnerable to diversion and entrainment than fish
inhabiting dead end sloughs and other backwater areas.
However, since the size of resident fish populations is
unknown, it cannot be determined what effect losses caused
by water diversions may have (DFG,24,36).

The information on resident freshwater species and other
anadrcmous fish presented in the Phase I hearing was mostly
descriptive. No quantitative data were presented on the
relationship between population abundance and distribution
and flow or salinity regimes. In the absence of such
information no water quality cobjectives can be develcped.
Therefore, there will be no further discussion of these
species in the following chapters of this report.

4,5,2 Bay Habitat

Suisun, San Pablo, San Francisco and south San Francisco (south)
bays and consider here. Since, for this Plan, Suisun Bay is
considered to be part of the Bay, it is included here for purposes
of discussion (see Section 4.5.1.1).

4.5.2.1

Phytoplankton and Zooplankton

As in the freshwater portions of the Estuary (Section #.5.1.1),
phytoplankton and zooplankton form important parts of the food
chain in the more saline portions of the Estuary. Extensive
testimony was presented concerning three major issues. The
first is the need for Delta cutflows to position the entrapment
zone in Suisun Bay in particular locations, and to stimulate
growth of phytoplankton and zooplankton (including the opposum
shrimp) to provide food for young striped bass and other fish
species. As noted in the discussion of the Delta (Section
4,5,1.1), there have been numerous changes in the Bay in recent
years. A second factor is the periodie intrusion of freshwater
or estuarine benthic organisms into Suisun Bay under different
outflow conditions (T,LXII,58:22-5%:11;68:3-16), and their
possible impacts on phytoplankton abundance. A third is the
recently reported introduction of a new species of benthic
bivalve (Potamocorbula amurensis, Family Corbulidae)

which further complicates attempts to understand the bioclogy
of Suisun Bay. :

Scme Phase I hearing participants proposed objectives to
maximize phytoplankton production, locate the entrapment zone in
particular positions, and prevent intrusion of marine benthos
into Suisun Bay (see, for example, CCCWA/EDF Exhibits 1 and 2).
However, much of the evidence was challenged by other
participants (see, for example, USBR rebuttal, T,LXII,65:18~

75:9).

In the absence of definitive date to draw on, these positions
cannot be resolved. However, it would appear that proposed
Delta outflow objectives to protect other beneficial uses,
especially cutmigration of striped bass larvae and salmon smolt,
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are generally consistent with those outflows volumes required
for protection of certain Suisun Bay aquatic resources. Scme of
the proposed objectives are also contradietory. Proposing, for
instance, an objective to protect one food chain for striped
bass, namely by stopping the intrusion of benthic organisms., has
an immediate negative impact on the food chain of demersal
(bottom-feeding) fish such as sturgeon. No evidence was
presented that established there would not be negative impacts
on these fish,

The second issue was the proposal to provide sufficient
freshwater inflow to develop an entrapment zone in San Pablo Bay
similar to that seen in 3uisun Bay. The benefit of this second
entrapment zone was intended to be additicnal production of
phytoplankton, a concept proposed by witnesses for CCCWA/EDF
based on their interpretation of USGS, USBR and other data.

They presented evidence to suggest that, at Delta outflows of
10,000 to 20,000 cfs, an entrapment zZone forms in Suisun Bay
and an apparent second entrapment zone (or at least an area with
"stratified flow...with a strong horizontal salinity gradient™)
forms in San Pablo Bay (CCCWA/EDF,3,23). This position was
challenged by USBR in their rebuttal testimony and exhibits
(T,LXITI, 75:10-87:12).

The evidence for the presence of a second entrapment zone is not
conclusive, In addition, no compelling evidence was presented
to demonstrate a benefit to populations of fish or invertebrates
if such an entrapment zone did develop in San Pablo Bay.

The third major issue concerned the merits of setting objectives
to cause a stratification of the South Bay by intreduction of
freshwater inflow, either by month-long periods of high winter
or spring outflow or by short periocds of large storage releases
at specified times (i.e., pulse flows). It was proposed that
these flows would enhance phytoplankton production in the South
Bay (CCCWA/EDF,4), USGS testified that they have observed a
correlation in South Bay among freshwater inflow, density
stratification, and rapid develcpment of phytoplankton blooms
(T,LI,179:2-23). Their research also showed that the clam,
Macoma balthica, tended to show increases in growth

rates consistent with availability of microalgae, including
phytoplankton (T,LI, 181:20-182:15). These and other data were
used as the basis for the CCCWA/EDF proposal. However, it was
noted that the clams responded not just to increases in
phytoplankton, but also to increases of periphyton,

microalgae growing in the sediment (T,LI,238:71-22). In
addition, these phytoplankton blooms have not been shown to have
effects on zooplankton abundance. There is also no evidence to
conclude that increases in zooplankton or benthos are likely to
yield increases in fish populations in the South Bay. USGS
noted that in other estuaries a relationship between
phytoplankton production and fisheries production had been
demonstrated, but to their knowledge, no such relationship has
been demonstrated for San Franeisco Bay (T,LI, 180:9~181:11;
192:10-17).
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4.5.2.2

Like that for the Delta, the evidence presented is not
sufficiently definitive to develop specific cbjectives for the
protection of phytoplankton and Zooplankton in 3uisun, San
Pablo, San Francisco and South bays. It is anticipated that
freshwater inflow resulting from flows to protect beneficial
uses in these areas or upstream may also provide protection for
estuarine phytoplankton and zooplankton. Should additional
evidence indicate that these aquatic resources are not being
protected, and the evidence is sufficiently definitive to
propose objectives, this issue may be reexamined at a later
date.

Benthie Invertebrates

"The 'benthos' is the community of invertebrate animals (worms,
clams, shrimp, ete.) living on the bottom of aquatic
environments. These animals consume organic matter that grows
on, or settles to the bottom and in turn become food for fish
and other consumers including mmans" (TIBCEN,23,65). Benthic
invertebrates in the Estuary tolerate a range of salinities;
some prefer different flows and salinities at different life
stages (DFG,59,14). There are species requiring only
freshwater, species requiring a combination of salt and
freshwater, and those surviving only in saltwater. For
example, some species such as the commercially valuable starry
flounder (Platichthys stellatus) prefer fresher water

during early life stages and as juveniles are found in the upper
reaches of the estuary, whereas adults prefer higher salinities
and occupy the Bay (DFG,59,22). Adult shrimp occupy bottom
areas in their preferred habitat, while shrimp larvae are found
in less saline surface layers. These behavioral differences,
combined with the effects of the two-layered flow in the Bay
(see 3.6.2.1) result in different distributional patterns of
young and old shrimp (USBR,110,15). For example, Crangon
shrimp breed in the Bay, produce planktonic larvae which may be
carried into the ocean near shore by surface water, drop down as
benthic post-larvae and reenter the estuary carried by
gravitational circulation (DFG,59,23). Gravitational
circulation also strongly affects the distribution of bottom-
dwelling species like speckled sanddab and English sole larvae
(DFG,59,24).

The following benthic organisms found in the Estuary are part of
the food chain which support popular sport or commercial
fisheries and wintering waterfowl:

e mollusks, including clams (Macoma balthica, Mya
arenaria, Tapes japonica, Gemma gemma,
Corbicula spp.), mussels (Ischadium demissum,
Mytilus edulis), oysters (Ostrea lurida), and
snails (Nassarius obsoletus);

Grandidierella japonica, Ampelisca
milleri), shrimp (Crangon spp.), and crabs
(Cancer spp.); and
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¢ worms (Limnodrilus spp., Boccardia ligerica,
Streblospio benedicti) (Markmann, 1986).

There is 3 pronounced-"faunal break" west of Suisun Bay, where
freshwater and brackish water species give way to salt-tolerant
species found in San Pablo Bay (DFG,59,12).

Densities of benthic organisms are highly variable in the
Estuary. At any location their survival and growth can be
affected by factors such as predation, disease, parasites,
currents which carry them away, salinity regimeT?nd brocdstoclk
population size (DFG,60,57). Density eitimates as high as
910 to 1153 grams per square meter (g/m) arg reported in
South Bay channels, to as low as 4 to 17 g/m” in the channels
of San Pablo Bay; Suisun Bay has benthic invertebrate biomass
ranging from 25 to 2 g/m™ in channel substrates and from 6 to
30 g/m“ in shoal areas (CCCWA/EDG, 10,72). The number of
organisms varies much more than the biomass, with a few large
animals sometimes equalling the bicmass of many smaller ones.
At the Carquinez 3trait, this Biomass was made up of about
160,000 and 40,00020rganisms/m in June and October of 1976;
25,000 orgagisms/m in March of 1977; but by less than 1,000
organisms/m“ in October 1977 End in 1978 (Markmann, 1986,F8-
F11). Organism numbers per m“ at all stations were low in
1978; numbers appeared to recover to about 40,000 organisms/m
in the western Delta (Station D#) in 1979 and 1981, although
Carquinez Strait stations were no longer sampled (Markmann, 1986,
F8-F11). The brief peak in organism numbers in 1976 and 1977
during a major drought was due in part to an invasion of Suisun
Bay by the filter-feeding clam, Mya arenaria, which

replaced the usual deposit-feeding fauna (CCCWA/EDF,7,383).

2

The benthic grazing hypothesis was formed to explain the high
numbers of these {(e.g., Mya arenaria) more saline

tolerant filter feeders (a ten-fold increase when compared to
non-drought conditions) and the low phytoplankton and
zooplankton populations during the 1976-1977 drought
(CCWA,EDF,7,385). In Suisun Bay, the benthic salt-tolerant,
filter-feeders apparently beccme large enough and sufficiently
abundant to be capable of filtering the entire volume of the
Suisun Bay in a day. With this amount of feeding, it is
hypothesized that benthic filter-feeders consumed virtually all
phytoplankton and nutrient material in the water column. The
pelagic (open-water) food web, which is also based on
phytoplankton, was therefore replaced by the benthic food web
(CCCWA/EDF,7,386). However, it appears that marine benthic
organisms which do 1lnvade during dry periods will be virtually
wiped out during years of high flow. 1In the same way,

1/ Abundance or density of benthic organisms measured by biomass per square
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4.5.2.3

freshwater filter-feeding organisms will be eliminated during
drought. Under unimpaired rainfall and runoff conditions, the
Suisun Bay normally receives enough fluctuation in salinity to
prevent either marine or freshwater filter-feeding benthic
organisms from surviving for more than z few months

{SWRCE, 105). This fluctuation in conditions provides a habitat
which is uniquely suited to an open-water food web based on
phytoplankton and zooplankfon.

One of the consequences of water project operations under D-1485

-is that salinity fluctuations in the Estuary are reduced under

most flow conditions (SWRCB, 102,A-K;SWRCB, 103,A-C). Variability
of habitat in the bays and estuaries normally increases the
mmber of species (DFG,59,9-10). Under the more stable
conditions of salinity which result from operations under D-1485,
a reducticn in habitat and species diversity can be expected.

At present, with existing storage facilities and diversion
capability operated according to D-1485, there are still a large
number of pulses of freshwater outflow during above normal and
wet years (LIII, 199:13-17;DWR,654;DWR,655). DFG concluded that
reductions in either annual outflows or pulse flow levels could
result in more intraspecific competition and reduce recruitment
into the adult population, but that more field cbservation than
the six years of field sampling to date should be used to test
whether their conclusion was correct (DFG,59,30).

Because substantial variation in freshwater ocutflow from the
Delta will continue to occur with existing water project
operations, and because of the lack of testimony or evidence
linking the abundance of other fish and wildlife to the benthic
organisms, no objectives are proposed specifically to control or
enhance the benthic community. If data become available that
relate freshwater ocutflow to changes in the benthos and other
aquatic communities of organisms, may be reviewed.

Fish

Studies of San Francisco Bay fish required by the 1978 Delta Plan
(T,LI,249:10-24) were initiated by DFG in January 1980
(T,LI,251:20-2U) to "document the importance of flow to Bay
resources...and determine...the ecological benefits of
unregulated outflows and salinity gradients established by

them". (DFG,59,29).

In reporting that "{s}port fishing is the most popular
recreational activity in the San Francisco Bay and Delta area,"
DFG estimated that 4.4 million recreation days were used in this
activity, with a much larger, as yet undeveloped potential
demand existing (DFG,59,10). Striped bass, Chinook salmon, and
halibut are the most popular species caught in the Bay; other
sport species include brown rockfish, surf perch, lingeed,
jecksmelt, topsmelt, white croaker, shark, ray and skate.
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The commercial harvest of finfish in the Bay has been limited by
legislation (T,LII,19:3-20), with only herring and anchovy being
taken commercially today(DFG,59,11). The herring fishery is
primarily for roe which is exported to Japan. English sole,
which use the San Francisco Bay as a nursery, are an important
offshore commercial species. Anchovy are harvested primarily
for bait. DFG estimated the commercial harvest of herring roce
and shrimp from San Francisco Bay landings to have a value cof
$11.6 million per year (H.Chadwick,pers.comm.,12/28/87).

DFG was unable to establish any relationship between freshwater
outbflow and the size of commercial catches because of
significant problems with the data base, among which were: (1)
inconsistent catch reports; (2) a commercial fishery with
changing equipment, methods and territory; (3) catch reporting
methods which make it difficult to determine cateh location;
(4) the species fished as well as the size of the catch

being determined primarily by the market place rather than
species abundance; and (5) life history information not being
known for most commercially harvested species (DFG,60,318).

In Phase I of the hearing, DFG presented much new descriptive
information about the effects of flow on individual fish species
and the shundance and distribution of their life stages in the
Bay. This is a necessary first step in deseribing the
beneficial use of Bay fish. However, the information needed to
establish numerical flow or salinity objectives for the
protection of Bay finfish resources downstream of the entrapment
zone was not presented. (Delta outflows needed to protect
anadromous fish and/or the entrapment zone are discussed in
Section 5.3.8.3). Numerical objectives cannot be set

without considerable additional study (T,LII,25:17-24;T,LITI,38:8~
14;T,LIT,45: 12-24;T,LIT,67: 13-17;T,LIT, TH: 6-13).

Patterns of Bay fish abundance and distribution, and their
relationship to freshwater outflow were highly variable and were
influenced by offshore as well as upstream processes. Studies
from other estuaries confirm what the DFG studies indicated,
that "{iln some cases, the same flow changes favor some
organisms, while negatively impacting others" (DFG,61,73).
Also, "{t}here may be some level of [inflow] reduction that
causes sSerious impacts in each system but ecertainly that lsvel
varies among systems and...species." (DFG,61,77). DFG
postulated that the extreme variability of Bay conditions is
normal and contributes to the productivity of the system
(T,LII,4:13-25). Among the reasons for the diversity of
responses observed by DFG are: (1) a constantly shifting
commmity of fish species; (2) the hydrologic and biologic
environment of the Bay not being isolated from oceanic
influences; and (3) the very limited historical database on Bay
finfish.

DFG collected 122 fish species and about 1,642,000 individual

fish, including larvae, during a sixeyear study, from January
1980 through December 1985 (DFG,59). Most species were so rare
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they were not analyzed further. Bottom (demersal) habitats
supported a more abundant, diverse fish community than open
water (pelagic) or nearshore areas (DFG,59,6). Table 4,5,2,3-1
identifies the predominant species in each of these areas,

DFG analyzed the sbundance of the 69 most common species in
relation to DWR's water year classification system, During the
study period there were four wet years (1980, 1982, 1983, and
1984) and two dry years (1981 and 1985) with a wide range of
freshwater outflows (DFG,60,3)(see Figure 4.5.2.2-1)., The
abundance of 61 percent (42 species) showed no consistent change
with water year type, 29 percent (20 species) increased in wet
years and 10 percent (7 species) increased in dry years
(DFG, 59, 19-20). This method of analysis produced only a very
general idea of species' response to outflow since DFG did not
relate fish numbers to monthly flows (T,LII,37:11-12).

Thirteen species occurred in numbers sufficient to warrant more
detailed analysis (DFG,60) (see summaries in Tables 4.5.2,3-2
and 4,5,2,3-3). Of these, twelve were native species and one
was introduced. All of the predominant species use the Bay
during their life cycle (see Table 4.5.2.3-2)(DFG,59,10). Many
of the species which are prey for other fish or birds are
permanent residents of the Bay, including gobies, topsmelt, and
Pacific staghorn sculpin, The Bay also provides nursery and
rearing habitat for species which are harvested commercially and
recreationally (see Table 4.5.2.3-2)., For example, the English
sole and starry flounder spawn off shore but their eggs or young
are carried by gravaticnal circulation into the Bay where they
mature. Adults of other commercially important species such as
Pacific herring and northern anchovy actively move into and
spawn in the Bay where their young alsc mature (DFG,59,10).

DFG also examined fish abundance relative to salinities ranging
from O to 35 ppt salinity. Nine species preferred more saline
areas, among them Pacific herring, English scle, several gobies
and northern anchovy. Four species, yellowfin goby, Pacific
staghorn sculpin, longfin smelt, and starry flounder, tolerate a
broader range of saline conditions (DFG,59,7-10;DFG, 60,121,210,
280-283). Salinity preference appears to change with age in
some species; for example, young starry flounder and Bay gobies
prefer fresher water while ¢lder fish prefer more saline
environments (DFG,59,22). The distribution of different 1ife
stages may change with shifts in salinity. For example, during
wet years, juvenile English sole do not use San Pablo Bay but in
dry years when salinity is higher they do (DFG,59,22). When
marine waters penetrate upstream, marine fish species follow.
During the drought (1976-T7), freshwater species moved out of
Suisun Marsh and marine species moved in (DFG,61,46).

No uniform response to Delta ocutflow was evident among the 13
most abundant species (DFG,59,13-28). DFG reported that some
species or life stages increased in abundance and/or expanded
their distribution during increased freshwater outflows while
others did not (see Table U4.5.2.3=3). No consistent
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TABLE 4.5.2.3-2 Life history and descriptive information for the most abundant species
of fish coilected. (DFG, 59)

Specles  |Species | Species Life history Centerof | Importance | Preferred | \jse of bay Uiggéaggulrcaelor
odgin | tyPe | Spawning | Spawning | Nursery |population| of species | habitat
time location area Adult | Juvenile
Pacific N M Fall- Bay | SSFB- | Ocean |Commercial | Pelagic | Spawning P P
hering Winter SPB Forage Nursery
Longfin N E Winter | Rivers | SPB SPB Forage Pelagic Nursery P p
smelt Residence
Pag. staghom N E Winter | Bay Bay CSFB- Forage | Demersal | Residence FB B
seulpin SPB :
Stanry N E Winter | Ocean | SB- Ocean- | Commercial | Demersal | Nursery 8 B
flounder Delta Bay Recreation Residence
Speckled N M Al Ocean | Ocean- | Ocean Forage | Demersal | Nursery R B
sanddab Year CSFB Residence
English Winter { Ocean | Ocean- | Ocean | Commercial | Demersal | Nursery
N M B B
sole Bay
California N M Summer} Ocean | Ocean- | Ocean Forage | Demersal | Nursery B .B
tonguefish - Fall CSFB
Yellowfin E Winter | Bay SB- SPB- Forage | Demersal | Residence B B
goby Delta 58 Commercial
Arrow N M Spring- | Bay | SSFB- | SSFB- Forage | Demersal | Residence B B
goby Summer SPB -SPB
Bay N M Summer| Bay | SSFB- | CSFB Forage | Demersal | Residence B B
goby -Fall 3SPB
Topsmelt N M Summer| Bay | SSFB- |- SSFB Forage Littoral/ | Residence 8 B
CSFB Pelagic
Jacksmelt N M Sprng- | Bay- | SSFB- | Ocean | Recreation | Pelagic | Spawning F p
Summer| Ocean | CSFB Forage Nursery
Northiemn N M Spring- | Ccean | Ocean | Ocean | Commercial | Pelagic | Spawning P P
anchovy Summer Forage Nursery

N = native, | =introduced, E = estuarine, M = marine, SSFB = South San Francisco Bay, CSFB = Central San Francisco Bay,
SPB = San Pablo Bay, $B = Suisun Bay, P = plankton, B = benthos, F =fish
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TABLE 4.5.2.3-3 Relationship between freshwater outflow and abundance and distribution
of various life stages of the most abudant fish. (DFG, 59)

: ABUDANCE CHANGES WITH IN BAY DISTRIBUTION CHANGES
SPECIES S'IFIECEE INCREASING DELTA QUTFLOW WITH INCREASING DELTA QUTFLOW
Winter Spring | Summer Fall Expand | Decrease| Shit |Nochange
larval X
L:;%i" juvenile + + X
adult X
; larval X
E:rﬁg; juvenile X
adult X
larval X
ﬁc"#:vr; juvenile X
adult X
farval . X
Pac.Saghom | jerie x
adult + X
Starry N
juvenile + + X
flounder adult
English
larval + X
solg juvenile - X
Speckled A
juvenile + + X
sanddsb adult + + X
California —
juvenile + X
tonguefish adult + + X
larval . X
Y%I:;;ﬁ n juvenile X
adult ¥ + X
farval
;;régw juvenile X
y adult X
larval - . . X
5‘% juvenile + + X
adult + + ) 4
larval X
Topsmelt juvenile X
aduft X
larval X
Jacksmelt juveniie b 4
adult X
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relationship was observed between fish abundance and pulse flows
(DFG, 60,293). Monthly sampling was inadequate to determine the
effects of short-term pulses (DFG,60,308). Freshwater pulses
temporarily affected fish distribution, more widely dispersing
estuarine species of the upper water column. The distribution
of demersal species was less affected by pulse flows
(DFG,60,2967.

According to DFG, the juveniles of estuarine species (see Table
4,5.2.3-2) as well as the juveniles and adults of several
flatfish species were generally more agbundant during wetter
conditions (DFG,59,15)., Fish abundance appeared to be mostly
associated with increases in Delta outflow for specific life
stages of seven species during the spring or summer and three
species during the winter (see Table #.5.2.3-3). Increasing
Delta outflows assoclated with increased abundance or
distribution for a particular species in one season or life
stage were often reversed in another pericd or life.stage. For
example, the abundance of larval English scle in the Bay
increased during years of high Delta outflow and their range was
broader; in contrast, the range of juvenile sole was limited to
Central Bay in wetter years and expanded in drier years
(DFG,60,248-251). Some life stages exhibited no detectable
distributional shift with higher Delta cutflows (DFG,59,16~17).
The effect of increasing outflow had to be interpreted with
respect to each species' life history because the location of a
particular life stage influenced its response to changing
hydrodynamics.

Winter-spring Delta outflows may play an important, but as yet
poorly understocd, role in the productivity and biological
diversity of the Bay. Peak flow events and gravitational
currents may ftransport nutrients into the Bay and disperse
immature fish to estuarine nursery habitat species which DFG
reported showed a positive response when Delta outflows
increased (DFG,60) include Bay shrimp, several gobies, starry
flounder, Pacific staghorn sculpin, longfin smelt, and English
sole.

Future studies of Bay fish are needed to identify ecritical food
chain relationships and the flow and water quality requirements
of key species. BStudies should concentrate on selected species
within the Bay community identified as indicators of community
viability and productivity.

Although the evidence presented by DFG in the Phase I hearing
adds to knowledge of Bay fish, no specific salinity or outflow
regimes were identified as being necessary to protect Bay
fishery rescurces. From the available information, it would be
premature to do so at this time. However, it should be noted
that the Bay fish comnunity appears well adapted to current
variations in outflow and salinity and that potential future
appropriations that reduce this variability may reduce the
productivity of Bay fish and/or their adaptability. Unless it
is determined that objectives proposed for the protection of
other beneficial uses provide inadequate protection for Bay
finfish, no specific objectives will be set for this beneficial
use.
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4,5.3 OQcean Habitat

Testimony concerning outflows from San Francisco Bay described two
main effects on ocean habitat. The first is that the plume of
freshwater in the Gulf of the Farallones provides for an abundant
amount of marine life and thus serves as a concentrated feeding
habitat for fish, marine mammals and birds (T,LIV,152:22-153:1).
Two bird species which particularly use this plume area are the
Brandt's cormorant and the common murre (T,LIV,154:3-13). The
second effect of San Francisco Bay outflow is related to the
movement of organisms, especially the larvae and juveniles of
finfish and shellfish, into the Bay (T,LI,267:23-268:4). In certain
cases, such as for bay shrimp, movement of larvae out of the Bay
into the Gulf of the Farallones and their return later in the year
is facilitated by higher Bay outflows (T,LI,272:6-19). In some
circumstances, pulse flows, and their timing, were shown to be
important in the determination of abundance of larvae (T,LI,289:5-
25). The larvae or adults of English 30le, Dungeness crab, Pacific
herring and northern anchovy are transported back into the Bay on
the bottom current inflows generated by the lighter, less saline
freshwater flowing out of the Bay (see gravitational circulation:
3.6.2.1, south Bay) (T,LI,292:15-25).

The testimony presented general relationships between Bay outflow
and the abundance of various species. However, there was no
quantification of the relationship between specific levels of
outflow and the effects on these species. Testimony from PRBO
indicated that studies have not yet been done to relate the size of
the plume to the volume of freshwater flowing from San Francisco Bay
(T,LIV,155:15-156:6). No relationship has been established between
the amount of freshwater outflow and the productivity of the plume
(T,LIV, 169:18-20;). Likewise, DFG has not yet been able to quantify
the relationship between flows and their effects on various

species (T,LI,300:5-8). No recommendations were given for any
particular volume or timing of San Francisco Bay outflows, nor for
any periodicity or volume of pulse flows to provide protection for
beneficial uses in the ocean habitat. Any ocean outflows must be
viewed in the context of the effects of water flows in the Estuary
as a whole. As DFG pointed out, it is not appropriate to attempt to
compartmentalize these effects for the ocean alone (T,LI,293:7-
17;T,LIII,B9:4~13),

Because of the lack of quantifiable data, and the absence of
specific recommendations for flows to protect beneficial uses in the
ocean nabitat, no specific recommendations for flow or salinity will
be made for the ocean habitat. If quantitative data become
available that relate Bay outflow to ocean habitat, and if a
determination can be made that objectives for the Estuary provide
inadequate protection for the ocean habitat, this issue may be
reviewed again.

4-54



4.6 Estuary Wildlife Habitat Beneficial Use

4.6.1

Delta

In the Delta there are 600,000 acres of agricultural land on the
leveed islands and uplands, of which 515,000 acres are cultivated;
about 7,000 acres are riparian woodland and serub/shrub.vegetation;
7,000 acres are freshwater marsh; 50,000 acres, water surface; 42,000
acres, grasslands and uplands; and about 32,000 acres of the Delta
are urban—for a total of 706,000 acres (DFG,6,1). Freshwater marsh
and riparian growth provide the habitats which support the greatest
diversity of plant and animal species (DFG,6,4). The agricultural
areas have supported from 450,000 to 600,000 migratory waterfowl
during the winter, with thousands of shorebirds and wading birds
making use of the shallows of seasonally flooded fields (DFG,6,4}).

Over 230 species of birds and 43 species of mammals occur in the
Delta (DFG,6,1). There are also 15 reptile species and eight
amphibians reported or thought to occur in the Delta (Delta
Wildlife Habitat Protection and Restoration Plan; DFG, USFWS, 1986).
Many of these animals are so uncommon they have been identified on
official lists of rare, threatened or endangered species by wildlife
agencies. Seven bird species are listed by either the state or
federal government as threatened or endangered. Two more bird
species are candidates for federal listing (DFG, 6, 3;USFWS, 19,20,21).
The giant garter snake is a state-listed threatened species as well
as a candidate for federal listing as either threatened or endangered
(DFG, 6,3; USFWS,22), Two mammals, the riparian brush rabbit and the
riparian woodrat are candidates for federal listing as threatened or
endangered; three invertebrates also are federally listed as
threatened or endangered and thirteen plants are listed by federal
and/or state agencies as rare, threatened or endangered (DFG,6,3).

In the Delta, wildlife habitat and wildlife are dependent upon water
quality and flow in the channels and upon cropping patterns on the
cultivated land. Migratory waterfowl in particular use spilled and
unharvested corn and other grain crops, especially when Delta islands
are allowed to be ponded or flooded for leaching purposes (DFG,6,4).
The quality of water available in Delta channels can affect waterfowl
and migratory bird use, as they are influenced by the crops planted
and leaching frequencies. Fewer grain crops and less frequent
flooding would reduce use by waterfowl such as Aleutian Canada

geese, tule white-fronted geese, tricolored blackbirds, as wellas
sandhill cranes which now depend on wet or flocded pasture and
cultivated grains (DFG,6,4 and 7). The peregrine falcon may zlsc be
affected by changed waterfowl abundance because of the importance of
waterfowl in their diet (USFWS,17,2).

Swainson's hawk, black rail, yellow-billed cuckoo, riparian brush
rabbit, riparian woodrat and glant garter snake are species which
would be affected by changes in water quality and flow to the degree
that such changes lead to contamination of, or a reduction in, the
natural habitat of the Delta (T,XXX,5:23-25). Vegetation changes
which reduce the acreage of freshwater marsh and riparian forest or
scrub/shrub would also have an adverse effect,
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4.6.2

4.6.3

Suisun Marsh

Suisun Marsh, with an area of 116,000 acres, is the largest
contiguous brackish water marsh in the United States

(T, X, 123DFG,5,1). The major habitat types are managed marsh,
subject to controlled inundation and drainage (generally for the
ennhancement of waterfowl habitat), and tidal marsh influenced by the
water regime in the channels. There are also substantial areas of
habitat consisting mostly of annual grasses and weedy growth,
cropland and open ground. Between 54,000 acres (T,XXX, 110:4-5) and
57,000 acres (DFG,5,3) are marshland, of which approximately 10, COC
acres are tidal marsh (T,XXX,49:21,110:5). Estimates differ in
regard to what proportion of the marsh acreage is managed and what is
tidally influenced, depending on the definitions used and the areas
examined. By all estimates the large majority (80 to 90 percent} of
marshland is managed for plant species considered beneficial to
wintering waterfowl (DFG,5,6).

The principal waterfowl species using Suisun Marsh in winter are
pintail, mallard, shoveler, widgeon and green-winged teal; mallard,
gadwall, and cinnamon teal breed here. The plants which are
preferred food items for wintering waterfowl are alkali bulrush,
brass buttons, and fat-hen (DFG,5,9). During the remainder of the
year, invertebrates are important food for pre-nesting females and
broods of ducklings (DFG,5,13).

Besides waterfowl, several state or federally listed animals and
plants exist in the Marsh, Animals include szlt marsh harvest mice,
clapper rail, and black rail; plants include Mason's lilaeopsis,
Suisun aster, Delta tule pea, and salt marsh bird's beak. These
animals and plants are likely to be affected by changes in flow and
salinity in the Marsh (T,XXX,68:24,136:3-25;BAAC,Y4). Increased
salinity in tidally influenced channels will cause an increased
physiological stress on plants, resulting in decreased reproduction
and productivity, eventually leading to changes in the plant and
dependent community (CNPS,1,5-8). Water quality standards lower than
present levels, i.e., higher TDS levels (T,XXIX,210:9-12), will
increase plant stress, decrease photosynthetic productivity of marsh
plants, kill salt-sensitive species, retard growth of new plants, and
reduce plant species diversity (CNPS, 1,10},

Other Tidal Marshes

San Francisco Bay's tidal marshes, ranging from fresh to salt
habitats, include 53 square miles of tidal marsh, 15 square miles of
diked marsh and 55 square miles of diked ponds (DFG,7,1). Major
areas of tidal wetland occur on the northeast shore of San Pablo Bay,
specifically Tubbs Island, Napa and Petaluma Marsh. Diked marshes,
ponds and mudflats are extensive in the south Bay (DFG,7,1).

Bay area wetlands and aquatic habitats support over half of the

Pacific Flyway's wintering population of such waterfowl as canvasback
ducks and are very important for scaup, scoters and redhead ducks. A
variety of species of wildlife listed as threatened or endangered by
state or federal wildlife agencies depend on Bay habitats for all or
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part of the year. Salt marsh harvest mice, California clapper rail,
black rail, California brown pelican, and California least tern are
listed (DFG,7,13). In Bay marshes, salt marsh bird's beak and
Mason's lilaeopsis, are listed by the state as rare plants. Both
plants are dependent on brackish or salt marsh conditions ,

(T, XXX, 70: 19-23; T, XXX, 76: 5-22) and occur near the upper reaches of
the Bay.

Aquatic habitat and aquatic invertebrates are important in their
contribution to the food supply of higher forms of Bay wildlife. One
of the most important food items for canvasback ducks is the

clam Macoma balthica and two other molluscs, Mya

arenaria and Musculus senhousia are also extensively

eaten. These molluscs are also food for clapper rail, as are a
variety of other invertebrates (DFG,7,9).

Although many Bay tidal marshes are relatively isolated from Delta
outflow and salinity, the nearby Bay waters are affected by
stratification, gravitational circulation, and flushing induced by
outflow. To the degree that mollusc and fish species and aquatic
habitat productivity changes in the Bay, the value of the adjacent
marshes and beaches for sensitive wildlife, such as rails, terns, and
pelicans, may change (DFG,7,10-12).

4,7 Estuary Recreation Beneficial Use

The waters of the Estuary are used for a variety of contact and non- .
contact forms of recreation, among them, swimming, boating, fishing,
hunting, water skiing, and houseboating. The waters are also used for
competitive events, marine parades and emerging activities, such as
boardsailing and jetskiing (EBRFD, 1-33). There are also a variety of
water-oriented, non-contact activities such as sightseeing, whale-
watching, bird watching and beachcombing, all of which depend on the
esthetics or visual quality of the Estuary's waters to some degree
(EBRPD, 1-33).

4,7.1 Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and Tributaries

Evidence was provided which projected user days and economic values
for freshwater recreation in the Delta as compared to similar types
of recreation at storage and export reservoirs and facilities
(SWC,65,28). Freshwater-oriented recreation in the Delta was
estimated to be 8.3 million user days in 1977-78, although this
number includes some activities which do not depend entirely on the
Delta's waters. Brackish water, ocean and estuary activities were
not included in the total (SWC,66,5). Testimony and evidence were
also provided which indicated that recreation visits to Estuary
shoreline park facilities have been growing rapidly compared to the
projections used by SWC, i.e., 122 percent in two years vs. 0.8
percent/year (EBRPD,24,T.1). Millions of user days and daily values
of $20 or more for water use are calculated for recreational use of
Estuary water (BISF,38,T4). Flow and salinity objectives which
affect those uses, either in the area of origin or in the export
area, will have an economic effect, but no testimony or evidence
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4,7.2

addressed quantitative effects of particular cbjectives on
recreational uses. An extrapolation of old studies of Delta
recreation has generated estimates in the range of 13 million
recreation days annually (PICYA,2,51). Testimony by SWC suggested
that these estimates were high and should be reduced to 6.95
million. However, no current information, based on recreation use
studies, during this decade is available (T,LV,137:13-16).

There is also little evidence of the degree to which the Estuary's
water recreation would be affected by flow or salinity. Submittals
by SWC argued that recreation in the Delta depends on the surface
acreage and has little or no relationship to changes in flow of
freshwater (SWC,66,14). On the other hand, there was no evidence
given as to the impacts of salinity on corrosion, growth of fouling
organisms which might grow on boats moored in the Delta, or the costs
of piling replacement if marine boring organisms penetrated further
into the Delta as a result of higher salinity or more prolonged
intrusion of marine water into the Delta,

Suisun Marsh and Carquinez Straits Area

Some evidence was submitted on the recreational use of the Suisun
Marsh or Carquinez Straits area of the Bay-Delta Estuary. BAAC
submitted evidence inferring that bird watching goes on in the Suilsun
Marsh (BAAC,20;26;27). From evidence submitted by EBRPD, estimated
recreation at its Contra Costa shoreline facilities (Antioch and
Martinez shoreline) has increased rapidly from 1981 to 1987, growing
from 84,000 visitors to 287,000 visitors, or about 340 percent in six
years (EBRPD,34,T1). Although there is little evidence linking the
quantity of recreation in this reach to flow and salinity of the
water, both BAAC and EBRPD expressed concern that visitors to these
recreational areas would experience losses of the value they place on
wildlife and fish resources which might be harmed if flow decreased
and salinity increased (T,XXX,45:12-23;T,LV,184:15-25,185:1-2).

The rate of growth of recreational use in EBRFD units with water
quality problems, Point Isabel and San Leandro Bay, increased from
71,000 to 487,000 users between 1981 and 1987, an increase of over
680 percent (EBRPD,34,T1). This cccurred despite serious heavy metal
contamination at these beaches. In comparison, the rate of growth at
the nearby, unpolluted Hayward and Miller-Knox shorelines has moved
from 21,000 users to 196,000, an increase of 930 percent in the same
time. Without specific information on the features which prompt
users to attend the various park units, or the measurement method by
which use estimates were made, it is probably unrealistic to use
these figures to show that visitation and recreational use would be
harmed by changes in water flow or salinity. Moreover, it is
noteworthy that users.did not avoid contaminated sites, and it does
not seem reasonable to suppose that a moderate change (of one or two
parts per thousand) in salinity would substantially change future
recreational use. This might not be true if the change were such as
to convert a freshwater beach to saltwater; however, no data are in
the record on this subject.
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4,7.3 San Francisco Bay and Adjacent Ocean

The Basin Plan for Region 2, the San Francisco Bay Basin, identifies
most of the same forms of recreation as the Delta. Recreational uses
are also identified for the Pacific Ocean and the San Francisco Bay
system and all other surface waters (RWQCB,2.1975). Water-oriented
recreation in the San Francisco Bay area was estimated to total over
127 million user days (BISF,38,T3).

Evidence was presented that outflow to the Bay and Pacific Ocean and
resultant salinity changes may affect recreation, but quantification
was not made available. The Basin 2 Plan specifies a salinity
standard in ocean waters requiring no significant variation beyond
present natural background levels. A significant variation is
"defined as any level of water quality which has an adverse and
unreasonable effect on beneficial water uses or causes nuisance"
(RWQCB 2,1975,3-3). Several participants presented testimony to the
effect that past flow and salinity changes have impaired recreational
beneficial uses, and that future flow and salinity changes could
impair them further (BISF,38,40,41,46; EBRPD,34). Other parties
submitted testimony and evidence which proposed that ecosystem
changes in flow or salinity would also adversely affect recreational
uses (BAAC,4;RCDC, 1;BI¥,50,51; PRBO,2;TIBCEN,1,2).

4,8 Other Beneficial Uses

u- 8. 1

Navigation

Navigation in the Estuary includes both commerceial and recreational
activities. There are seven major ports in the Estuary (San
Francisco, Oakland, Alameda, Redwood City, Richmond, Stockton, and
Sacramento), serving more than 5,000 ships annually (NOAA,1986,89);
there arealso numerous oil transfer terminals located between
Richmond and Suisun Bay. In 1984, imports at the Estuary's seven
major ports were worth $10,419,000, while exports were worth
$6,295,000 (NOAA,1986). Sixmillion tons of cargo have been
transported annually in Stockton and Sacramento deep-water ship
channels (DWR,1987,60). In 1985 there were 143,646 recreational
boats registered in the nine counties surrounding San Francisco Bay
(NOAA, 1986,74) , and about 82,000 pleasure boats are registered in the
Delta area (DWR,1987,60). These Delta area boaters are served by
more than 8,500 berths, 119 docks and 27 launching facilities

(DWR, 1987,60).

Navigation is enhanced by a network of deepwater channels to the
major ports. Extensive dredging is required to maintain these
channels; in 1985, for example, nearly 8.6 million cubic yards of
material were dredged in the Estuary at a cost of more than $17
million (NOAA, 1986,97).

These channels have two major effects on the Estuary. The deeper
channels allow increased salt water intrusion into the Estuary
(T,LVI, 176: 9-178: 8;DWR, 709, 1-2). This increased salinity may have
impacts on other beneficial uses such as recreational beating which
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would see greater maintenance costs from hull fouling, corrosion of
propéllers and structures, and related problems (T,LV,158:1-7)., The
second effect is the impact of dredging and dredge speils disposal on
water quality (see, for example, T,XLVIII,71:20-102:9), This impact
will be discussed in the Pollutant Policy Document.

On the other hand, water quality constraints to protect other
beneficial uses may affect navigation. Objectives set for salinity
and flow may, for example, influence the costs of maintaining or
inereasing the depths of existing channels (DFG & USFWS, 1980,2-15).
Cleosure of the Delta Cross Channel gates also prohibits recreational
boaters from using the Cross Channel as a shortcut between the
Sacramento and Mokelumne rivers.

Navigational requirements also have direct effects on the Sacramento
River, The 5,000 eofs minimum at Wilkins Slough, just below Tisdale
Wier, that the CVP is required to provide (T,I,43:15-21}, sustains a
minimum flow in the Sacramento River in the absence of other
regulations,

The SWP and CVP export pumps currently operate under U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (COE) criteria. Maximum flow rates for Clifton Court
Forebay are stipulated for various times of the year (DWR,708,10).
Operations deviating from these criteria, such as additional export
with the four new SWP pumps now under constructlon will requ1re a
new permit from the COE (DWR,1982,7).

Dilution of Pollutants

Freshwater flows to dilute pellutant burdens in the Estuary and
upstream was the subject of considerable testimony, much of which
concerned "flushing flows" to reduce pollutant burdens in south San
Francisco Bay. Burdens here tend to be higher because of limited
exchange of water between South Bay and the ocean in the absence of
substantial freshwater inflows to drive the exchange.

Evidence received on pollutants will be used by Regional Boards 2 and
5 to update their basin plans. The State Board will provide guidance
to the Regional Boards in the development of pertinent provisions of
these plans and will review and approve Regional Beoard updates.
During the final phase of the hearing, the Board will evaluate
whether the source control of pollutants proposed by the Regional
Boards is sufficient to protect beneficial uses in the Estuary. The
need for dilution or flushing flows through water right amendments
may be considered only after all reasonable source control methods
have been implemented.

4.9 Uses of Water Exported From the Bay-Delta Estuary

The following sections address water use in the areas of export, that
is, the areas defined for purpcses of this Plan as being outside the
legal boundary of and receive water diverted from the Bay-Delta Estuary.
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4.9.1

Municipal and Industrial Uses

ML
The majority of California's population lives in semi-arid areas ﬂé?‘
where population and industrial expansion have exceeded the ability
of many communities to meet their water needs with local sources, i aj

\4 Ares
Local as well as distant communities have seen the Estuary's ﬁ“ﬁefg

waters as a means to meet their needs. Municipal and Industrisl (Mi iz

water exports to local areas outside the Estuary began in 1629 when ;ﬂPﬁbJ;
EBMUD initiated the first export of Delta supplies by diverting

Mokelumne River water through its Mokelumne Aqueduct to Alameda and

Contra Costa counties. In 1934 San Franciseo began diverting water

from the Tuolumne River through the Hetch Hetchy Project for use in 5;«&»5ﬁ#b
San Francisco, San Mateo, and Alameda Counties. In 1940 the Contra 4;,4Ar
Costa Canal (CCC), the first unit of the CVP, was completed and began
supplying water to the Antioch-Pittsburg area. The City of Vallejo

began importing Delta surface water from Cache Slough in 1953. USBR [ tufu
began diverting Putah Creek water via the Putah South Canal to '
Fairfield and Benicia in 1957. In 1965 the South Bay Aqueduct of the

SHP began exporting an interim supply of Delta water from the Delta- ¢ . fffwy
Mendota Canal (DMC) to Alameda and Santa Clara Counties. The North . 4.2
Bay Aqueduct Phase II facilities of the P divert Delta waters from
Barker Slough tributary to Lindsey and Cache sloughs, and connect

with the Phase I facilities just west of Cordelia. Water will be
delivered to Solanc and Napa counties (DWR,207,1-7). -
. ;&
The first non-local, statewide exports began in 1968 when the federal e
Central Valley Project began exporting water to the municipalities of A
Coalinga, Huron and Avenal through the DMC and 3an Luis Canal

(DWR, 204,1). In 1971 the SWP's California Aqueduct began exporting

water to southern California through the Edmondston Pumping Plant

over the Tehachapi Mountains (DWR,207,1-7). '

CVP statewide M&I deliveries are approximately 430,000 AF/yr with a

projected delivery in the year 2010 of 1,033,116 AF/yr (Table 4,9.1-

1)(USBR, 1987). In 1985, SWP statewide M&I deliveries were

approximately 1,008,000 AF/yr (Table 4.9,1-2)(DWR,461,1). No

estimate of SWP projected deliveries to southern California was

presented. Table 4.9.1-3 lists state and federal water transfer

facilities and the areas each serve.

Population and econcmic projections indicate growing MEI water gzzgftﬁ*%ﬁy
demands. The Department of Finance has estimated that the state -
population will increase from 27,000,000 people in 1986 to 36,280,000
people in 2010 (DOF,1987). Of this, the population of the six most
pcpulated counties in southern California--Ventura, Los Angeles,
Orange, Riverside, 3an Bernardino, and San Diego--are expected to
increase from a 1986 level of 15,290,000 people to 20,220,000 in 2010
(SHWC,6,7).
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TABLE 4.9.1-3
DELTA DRINKING WATER DIYERSIONS
AND AREAS SERVED

Diversion Point

State

North Bay Aqueduct
(Cache Slough)

South Bay Aqueduct
(Clifton Court)

California Aqueduct

Federal

Contra Costa Canal
{Clifton Court)

Delta-Mendota Canal
(0O1d River)

1/ SWC,76,6
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Area Served

Solano-Napa County
Fairfield
Vacaville

Vallejo

Benicia

Napa

American Canyon

Livermcre Valley
Alameda CWD
Santa Clara Valley WD

Avenal
Coalinga

‘Kern County WA

Antelope Valley

MWDSC

San Diego CWA
Crestline-Lake Arrowhead
San Bernardino Valley
Palm Springs

Indio

Concord
Qakley
Pittsburg
Antioch
Martinez
Pleasant Hill
Walnut Creek

Tracy
Huron
Dos Palos




—

The expected additional M&I demand for Bay-Delta water supply is
a result both of the loss or degradation of alternative water

supplies and of increases in population (SWC,4,6). Supreme Court AP CS
decisions on the Colorado River have reduced MWD's supply of water by [ %% bﬂ
692,000 AF/yr(SWC,3,2). Ground water pollution and overdraft have MEFD

restricted the use of some ground water basins (SWC,3,9). Studiles
performed by DWR indicate a shortage of 1.4 MAF between existing
dependable supplies and pr ed needs in southern California by
2010 (SWC,3,2; DWR, 707,43)

In the future the SWP and the CVP plan to expand deliveries to new
areas and to areas experiencing increased need. SAP is studying a
Coastal Branch which will supply water to Santa Barbara and San Luis
Obispo counties, and an East Branch enlargement which will increase
deliveries to the eastern pari of the Metropolitan Water District's
service area. CVP is studying an extended San Felipe Branch which
will supply water to Monterey and Santa Cruz counties, as well as an
American River Aqueduct which will increase deliveries to EBMUD's
service area in the Bay Area. SWP is also planning transfer and
storage facilities that will increase its water distribution
capabilities at these locations: the Kern Water Bank, Los Banos
Grandes Reservoir, the South Delta, amd North Delta Facilities and
additional pumps at the Delta Pumping Plant (DWR,707,42-53).

-

s
oo

L

1/ One of the assumptions of this study was that the maximum salinity level
allowable at Clifton Court would be set at 100 ppm chlorides, a project
goal. The SWRCB objective for export use at this location is 250 ppm
chlorides. Using information from DWR studies, SWRCB staff estimated that
the additional volume of water needed to meet the 100 ppm chloride level
project goal at Clifton Court can be as much as_200 000 acre-feet per year.

sl A

P

4-65



4.9.2 Agriculture

The CVP and SWP export water from the Estuary to support many

farming and ranching operations (RWQCB 5, 1975). The main area of
agricultural use of export waters is the San Joaquin Valley; three of
'its counties, Fresno, Kern, and Tulare, ranked first, second, and
third in the nation in gross cash receipts from annual farm marketing
in 1982 (CVAWU,41). The S4P exports water for agricultural use
primarily in the Tulare Lake Basin, with smaller amounts exported to
other areas. The CVP exports water for agricultural use as shown in
Table 4,9.2-1,

TABLE 4.9.2-1
CVP EXPORT AREAS

Export Area CVP Unit
3an Joagquin Basin Delta Mendota Canal
San Luis

Mendota Pool

Tulare Lake Basin San Luis
Cross Valley Canal

Contra Costa County Contra Costa Canal

The recently completed San Felipe Unit of the CVP will soon make
deliveries to Santa Clara and 3an Benito counties.

By 1970 the $ntitlanent of agricultural contracts (including exchange
contractors '’} to CVP export waters totaled over two million

AF/yr (CVPWA,10-1). With the addition of the Cross Valley Canal Unit
and expansion of the San Luis Unit, the 1980 total was almost 2 1/2
million AF/yr (CVFWA,10-1).

During the 1985 Water Year, the various units of the CVP exported a
total of about 2,750,000 acre-feet of water to serve 1,220,000 acres
(Table 4,9.2-2).

1/ Exchange contractors formerly diverted from the 3San Joaquin River, but
- exchanged their diversion rights for a contract that granted more consistent
water supplies from the DMC. The maximum contractual entitlement of these
users is 840,000 AF/yr (USBR,1987).
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TABLE 4.9.2-2
AGRICULTURAL WATER EXPORTS AND SERVICE AREAS
BY CVP UNIT FOR THE 1985 WATER YEAR

CVP Unit Water Exported (AF) Area Served (ac)
Delta Mendota Canal 1,050,000 356,000
(including exchange (CVPWA, 11;USBR, (T,XVI, 186:6-8,11-17)
contractors) 1984 ;USBR, 1985) ‘

San Luis 1,545,000 698,000
(CVPWA, 11) (T,XXVI, 186a:24)
Mendota Pool 94,000 42,000
(CVPWA, 11) (T, XXV, 187: 14)
Cross Valley Canal 64, 000 125,000
_ (CYPWA, 11(b)=3) (CYPWA, 11(b)=3)
Contra Costa Canal 895 -—

(T,XXVI, 185: 16-21)

TOTAL

2,754,000 1,221,000

Although the recently completed San Felipe Unit began making
deliveries in mid-1987, two contracts have been executed for a total
of 68,600 AF/yr (T,XXVI,194:2-8). The projected water use by the
existing CVP contractors is not expected to differ substantially from
this 1985 Water Year level (T,XXVI,208:6-8). However, additional CVP
supplies are needed to help solve ground water overdraft (T,Xxv1,
209:6-13).

p =
The SWP exports water for agricultural use via the California ”J ot
Aqueduct to Ozk Flat WD in the San Joaquin Basin, to the Tulare Lake ﬂﬂ
Basin and to southern California, and via the South Bay Aqueduct to
Santa Clara and Alameda counties. The magnitude of WP deliveries to
the 13 southern California contractors for agricultural use was not
identified in the hearing record. The amnual SIP exports for
agricultural use (excluding southern California) increased from about
237,000 AF in 1968 to about 1.3 million AF in 1985 (DWR,461). The
future need for exported WP water for agriculture should not change
substantially from this 1985 amount (DWR,707,11). However, Kern
County needs an additional 300,000 AF/yr to help solve its ground
water overdraft problem (SWC,412,5).

The main change in agricultural production in the San Joaquin Valley
since 1955 has been the increased acreage devoted to the preduction
of vegetables, fruits and nuts (CVAWU,26). The acreage of vegetables
increased from about 250,000 acres in 1955 to almost HO00,000 in

1985. The acreage devoted to the production of fruits and nuts
inecreased from about 550,000 acres in 1955 to about 1,300,000 acres
in 1985 (CVAWU,26). The acreages of field crops and seeds in the San
Joaquin Valley have remained relatively stable since 1955. Overall,
the acreage devoted to these four major commodity groups (vegetables,
fruits and nuts, field crops, and seeds) in the San Joaquin Valley
has increased only about 25 percent from 1955 to 1985, from about 3.7
million acres to about 4.6 million acres (CVAWU,26).
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In 1985, the CVP units listed in Table 4.9.2-2 delivered over 2,7
million AF of water to over 1.2 million acres in the export areas of
the San Jozquin Valley to produce crops with a gross value of about
$1.2 billion (CVPWA, 12;EDF, 11,G-148) (Table 4.9.2-3).

TABLE 4.9.2-3
MAJOR CROPS GRCWN IN THE CVP EXPORT AREA
BY ACREAGE AND GROSS CASH VALUE

Acreage1/ Gross Cash Value1/
Crop {thousands of acres) (millions of dollars)
Cotton 450 360
Alfalfa 100 70
Wheat 90 22
Tomatoes 80 130
Melons 50 130
Barley b9 g
Almonds | 38, NA=/
Table Grapes NA2/ 80
Apricots NAZ/ 60
Lettuce NA® &0
TOTAL 1,221 1,200

;j CVPWA, 12;EDF, 11,G=148
Not available

In 1985, the SWP delivered over 1.3 million AF of water to about
45,000 acres in the export agricultural areas of the 3an Joaquin

Valley to produce crops with a gross value of about $431 million
(DWR, 489h) (Table 4.9.2-4).

TABLE 4,9.2-4
MAJOR CROPS GRGWN IN THE SWP EXPORT AREA
BY ACREAGE AND GROSS CASH VALUE

Acreage1/ Greoss Cash Value1/
Crop {thousands of acres) {millions of dollars)
Cotton 210 ‘ 154
Alfalfa 49 27
Almonds 35 26
Wheat 30 9
Pistachios 18 28
Wine grapes 18 13
Table Grapes 6 28
Oranges _ 4 19
Carrots 5 18
Other 79 - 109
TOTAL uis5 031

1/ DWR, U89n
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4.9.3

Since-water usage and acreage for livestock, poultry, and dairy
production were not identified in the hearing record by CVP or SWP
export areas, an accurate account of the effect of export water.on
the market values of these products cannot be given. In addition,
project export areas often use supplemental water supplies from
ground water and local sources; only a part of the value of
agricultural production in the export area can therefore be directly
attributed to project exports. Only an indirect indication can be
made from the fact that the market value of livestock, poultry and
dairy products for the entire San Joaquin Valley in 1982 was over
half the value of all crops (CVAWU,28):

1950 1969 1982
Crops - $455 million $933 million $4,039 milTion
Livestock, $199 million $751 million $2,053 million

Poultry, Dairy

The hearing record does not indicate any present or anticipated
future problem of adequate water quality for agricultural production
in the export areas, However, three main problems have affected and
will continue to affect the agricultural uses in the export areas:

25
(1) drainage; (2) ground water overdraft; and (3) urbanization. The ﬁ&éﬁlﬂ?ﬁw

drainage problems on the west side of the San Joaquin Valley have
been well documented. The water quality problems associated with
drainage disposal threatens agricultural production in many parts of
the export areas, e.g., Westlands WD and entities draining to
Grassland WD (EDF,11,I-2 and I-3). The amount of land with drainage
problems will increase in the export area. The use of evaporation
ponds for drainage disposal removes agricultural lands from
production, especially in the Tulare Lake Basin; ground water
overdraft causes lowered water tables and land subsidence and in turn
causes higher pumping costs or increased demand for export water;
subsidence creates problems of scil compaction and unlevel fields.
The overdraft problem is particularly widespread in the Tulare Lake
Basin. Encroaching urbanization continues to remove agricultural
land from preduction in the export area.

Fishery Habitat

Export fishery habitat consists primarily of the reservoirs and
conveyance channels used for movement and storage of Bay-Delta
water south of the Delta. In all cases this habitat may be
classified as warm water fishery habitat. The major facilities
discussed here and in Section 4.9.5 (Export Recreation) are:

e 3an Joaquin Valley and San Francisco Bay Area
Delta-Mendota Canal, San Luis Canal, Edmund G. Brown

California Aqueduct, Lake Del Valle, Bethany Reservoir,
San Luis Reservoir (and O'Neill Forebay), and Los Banos Reservoir.
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FIGURE 4.9.3-1 State Water Project Recreation Developments
{from: SWC, 65, 6)

Abbreviations:

ANTELOPE LAKE SRA SRA -- State Recreation
= Area
FRENCHMAN LAKE SRA~,
u?«-: FAS -- Fishing Access
LAKE OROVILLE SRA w% oAV : Site
A

FTON COURT FOREBAY
BETHANY RESERVOIR

IKEWAY 67 MILES
/CO‘I'I’ONWOOD ROAD FISHING ACCESS S1TE

LAKE DEL VALLE 0

STATE RECREATION AREA

Ez

NIELS HANSEN FAS 127 ~CANYON ROAD FAS
ORESTIMBA FAS \Y

———— MERVEL AVENUE FAS

WALK—IN FISHING (B3 MILES) = \ / . FAIRFAX FAS
SAN LUIS RESERVOIR SRA /
(" THREE ROCKS FAS
HURON FAS

UTTLE PANOCHE RESERVOIR /

/AVENAL CUTOFF FAS
WALK=IN FISHING (208 MILES)

< —KETTLEMAN CITY FAS
LOST HILLS FAS

y——BUTTONWILLOW FAS MUNZ RANCH ROAD FAS

BIKEWAY (107 MILES)
70TH STREET WEST
‘I_//awznus 5 FAS

—  ——77TH STREET EAST FAS

PYRAMIO LAKE RECREATION AREA ——e

\_,-\,\/

CASTAIC LAKE SRA

——— SILVERWOOD LAKE SRA

TN - —— LAKE PERRIS SRA

WALK—IN FISHING {83 MILES)
LONGVIEW ROAD FAS

SOURCE: DWR BULLETIN 132-86
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o Southern California

West Branch California Aqueduct, East Branch California
Aqueduct, Pyramid Lake, Castaic Lake, Silverwood Lake, and Lake
Perris (SWC,65,6).

Recreational access at all SWP facilities is shown in Figure 4.9.3~1
(SWC,65,6). Expansion of this habitat will not occur unless

‘additional facilities are built (e.g., Los Banos Grandes Reservoir)

(DWR, 707).

Some of the eggs and larvae of some fish entrained into the export
pumps survive and develop in the aqueducts and some of the
reservoirs such as Bethany Reservoir and San Luis Reservoir (and
O'Neill Forebay) (SWC,65,45). The hearing record is unclear whether
these populations are self-sustalning or are mazintained by additional
entrainment. In other reservoirs, the majority of fish are planted
for recreational fishing (SWC,65,47) (see Section 4.9.5). (It was
inferred from SWC, 65,47 that DFG plants the fish in these reservoirs,
but no direct evidence was presented.,) No information was presented
on which species are planted, or what percent of total statewide fish
planting is dedicated to SWP facilities.

The aqueducts tend to provide a relatively stable habitat for fish
because the export water quality is maintained for municipal and
industrial standards, and because water depth in the aqueducts does
not change. In some reservoirs such as San Luis, however, the
habitat may change significantly due to either seasonal variation in
temperature or drawdcwn to meet water demands., The San Luis
Reservoir recreational storage objective for Labor Day is 6,900 acres
of surface area, or approximately half the surface area of the full
reservoir (DWR,708,14). However, this converts to an 82 percent
reduction in storage and, therefore, in fishery habitat. Other
reservoirs, especially the terminal SWP reservoirs in southern
California, are operated to retain more stable water levels because
of the level of recreational activity on them (T,39,122:2-9); DWR
presented the specific operating criteria (DWR,708.)

Export Wildlife Use

Water exported from the Sacramento-San Joaquin watershed provides
scme wetland, aquatie, and riparian habitat wherever it is

delivered. Examples of important wildlife uses may be found in =
number of export areas (SWRCB,14,IIT-9). Water in WP reservoirs and
in wildlife areas in southern California provides aguatic habitat
where there might formerly have been none or replaces wetland habitat
which was damaged or destroyed by earlier urbanization or water
development. Substantial waterfowl habiltat for example is maintained
with DMC water in the Grassland Water District, an area that formerly
received water from San Joaquin River overflows and agricultural
return flows wnich ceased when Friant Dam began operations (EDF,11,II-
3). The quality of exported water generally meets the water quality
needs of wildlife in the export arezs, although supplies are
unreliable (DFG,2,A-8). Attempts to develop more wildlife habitat by
using agricultural drainage water have led to toxicity problems

(EDF, 11,II-11).
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4,9,5 Export Recreation

The aqueducts and reserveoirs in the SWP1/are used for recreation in
both central and southern California. Fishing and bicycle riding are
the main activities along the aqueducts, and numerous fishing access
points are available along them (SWC,65,6)(see Figure 4.9.3-1}. The
reservoirs are used for a wide variety of water-contact and non-water-
contact activities, including fishing, swimming, boating,
waterskiing, camping, picnicking and bird watching (SWC,65,5). About
five million visitors used the SWP facilifies south of the Delta in
1985 and they spent an estimated $95 million to travel to and use
these sites (SWC,65,7,14) More than one million game fish were
stocked in 1985 (SWC,65,7) to support recreational fishing activity
in the four southern California SWP reservoirs. No evidence was
presented on alternative sites for freshwater recreation in southern
California.

The water quality requirements for salinity and other constituents of
SWP and CVP water to protect municipal and industrial uses also
protect recreational uses. The aqueducts are usually full, and the
southern California reservoirs are operated to minimize impacts on
recreation during the peak recreation seasons (T,XTXIX, 122:2-9)
primarily by limiting drawdown rates (DWR,708,15-18).

1/ Discussion is limited to recreational activities direetly related to
export facilities of the IWP. No information was provided on recreation at
CVP export facilities other than those used jointly by the CVP and SWP,
which are included in the SAP descriptions. These facilities are listed in
Section 4.9.3 (Export Fishery Habitat).
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5.0 OPTIMAL LEVELS OF PROTECTION FOR BENEFICIAL USES OF BAY-DELTA ESTUARY WATER

5.1

INTRODUCTION

The levels of flow and salinity considered to be optimal for the
protection of beneficial uses are presented in this chapter. The
levels needed for protection are developed solely for the beneficial
use being addressed; other beneficial uses are not considered. Three
levels are addressed: (1) the no action alternative; (2) The advocated
level(s); and (3) the optimal level of protection.

1. Tng,%g_%gg%gg_giﬁgzﬁézizg is considered to provide the minimum
level © oW and salinity protection for the beneficial use being
discussed. It is the level of protection currently existing at any
particular site as a result of the Delta Plan, and the level
considered to be in compliance with federal rﬁgulations protecting
existing uses (40 CFR Section 131.3(e)and(f)1 . Those standards
affecting South Delta Water Agency (SDWA) were held in abeyance, at
their request, awaiting the results of negotiation among them,
Department of Water Resources (DWR) and U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
(USBR). Therefore, the existing 500 mg/1 TDS standards for

- ' Vernalis contained in the Hew Melones water right permit is

considered the "no action" value for this chapter. This standard
would be in effect for this area if no further action occurred.
Though water quality standards for San Francisco Bay were not
explicitly addressed in the Delta Plan, the effects on the Bay were
indirectly determined from Delta inflows regulated by the Delta
Plan.

2. Advocated level(s) of protection are those recommended by witnesses
during Phase T of the hearing. Testimony or exhibits that
recommended flow and/or salinity levels to protect a specific
beneficial use are summarized. (They are not given in any priority
or ranking.)

3. The optimal level of protection can be considered the maximum level
of protection possible for a beneficial use. This protection
level is identified for a particular site when approprizte, and
when data are available. The level can be the same as the two
previous levels, if either provides optimal protection; or it can
be a separate level based upon an independent evaluation of
available data. The optimal level of protection will be used as a
point of comparison for developing globally balanced objectives in
chapter 6 and 7.

1/ The level of protection necessary teo maintain the beneficial uses actually
attained on or after November 28, 1975 level of protection. The level is

mandated to the State Board by EPA regulations (40 CFR 131.12) and is
considered to be the minimum protection which may be afforded a beneficial
use.
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5.2 Hydrologic Considerations

Flow and salinity at any particular location in the Delta i1s dependent
upon Delta inflows, agricultural drainage return flows, consumptive
uses, exports, and the placement of the Delta Cross-Channel gates.

The major factors affecting the overall Delta flow and salinity are the
magnitude and relative distribution of the Sacramento and San Joaquin
river's inflows, since they are the major sources of water for the
Delta. In the southern Delta, the flow and salinity is almost
exclusively influenced by inflow and salt loading from the San Joaquin
River due to its proximity to Vernalis. The internal Delta, on the
other hand, is influenced to scme degree by both river systems,
especially when Delta exports are high. For the purpose of considering
river effects on the beneficial uses discussed in this chapter, all of
the Estuary locations were considered to be part of the hydrologic
classification of the Sacramento River system except the following
locations which were considered to receive water from the San Joaquin
River system: San Joaquin River at Vernalis; San Joaquin River at
Mossdale; San Joaquin River at the former location of Brandt Bridge;
the bifurcation of 01ld and Middle River; Middle River at Howard Road
Bridge; and 0ld River at Tracy Road Bridge.

5.3 DETERMINING THE OPTIMAL LEVEL OF PROTECTION FOR BENEFICIAL USES
5.3.1 Municipal and Industrial
Be3.1.1 No Action Alternative

Municipal and Industrial (M&I) use is currently protected by
standards developed in the Delta Plan. These standards, listed
in Table 5.3.1.1-1, cover both M&I categories of beneficial
uses. The level of protection considered adequate to protect
municipal uses was determined by the Delta Plan to be 250 mg/L
chlorides. This level was not based on a primary health
requirement, but on a secondary zesthetic requirement, set by
the Department of Health Services (DHS).

The level set for the protection of industrial uses was
determined to be 150 mg/L chlorides. This standard, intended
to protect the historical water supply of two paper
manufacturing industries provided a salinity necessary to
maintain industry products.

5.3.1.2 Advoecated Levels of Protection

The participating organizations making M&I recommendations have
recomuended that the Delta Plan be retained in ftotal or in part
to protect M&I use (DWR,280;T,LIX, 189:1-7;T,VI,125:4-15),
Modifications to the Delta Plan M&I standards were recommended
by DWR, USBR, SWC, and CCWD. DWR and USBR are unified in their
recomuended modifications. SWC's recommended medifications
fall within the recommendations made by DWR and USBR. The
participants’ recommendations are:
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e DWR, USBR, and SWC (where noted by reference)

- Eliminate the 250 mg/l maximum mean daily chloride
quality standard at Cache Slough. The City of Vallejo
will divert water from the newly finished North Bay
Aqueduct; the Cache Slough diversion point will only be
used as a secondary M&I supply source (DWR,280).

-~ Add a quality objective at the North Bay Aqueduct
intake at Barker Slough. The recommended objective would
be set at a maximum mean daily chloride level of 250 mg/l
for all water year types. Barker Slough is an M&I
diversion point for Napa, Vallejo, and Sonoma counties
(DWR, 280).

- Eliminate the 150 mg/l chloride quality standard at both
the Antioch Water Works Intake on the San Joaquin River
and the Contra Costa Canal Intake at Rock Slough. This
standard is set to protect industrial uses in the Antioch-
Pittsburg area. The recommendation to eliminate this
standard 1s based on the evidence indicating that

-._,;) diversion of water for industry of this quality at
Antioch is not reasonable when considering the Delta
outflow required- to maintain it (DWR,280;T,LIX, 149:12-20).

- Add a quality objective at 0Old River near Rock Slough.
The recommended objective would be set at a maximum mean
daily chloride level of 250 mg/l for all water year
types. This recommendation is based on the conclusicn
that an objective at Old River near Rock Slough will help
in determining an "allocation of responsibility" for
meeting the standard at the Contra Costa Canal Intake
(DWR,280;T, VI, 97:8-19;T,LIX,213:8-214,8).

e CCWD

~ Add a quality objective at the site of the future intake
to the Kellogg/Los Vaqueros Reservoir. The location of
the intake has not yet been determined. The recommended
objective would be set at a maximum chloride level of 50
mg/1l for the months of April through June (T,VII,57:13-
19; T,VII,118:16-120,9).

5.3.1.3 Optimal Level of Protection

Retain the Delta Plan standards to protect M&I beneficial uses
with the following changes:

o Retain the 250 mg/l maximum mean daily standard at Cache
Slough as discussed in 5.3.1.2, under the condition that it
would only be in effect when water is being diverted from
there for M&I uses.

. 0 Add a 250 mg/]l maximum mean daily chloride objective at
Barker Slough as discussed in 5.3.1.2. This cbjective
will provide protection for M&I uses at this new point of
diversicn.
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e Add a 250 mg/l maximum mean daily chloride objective, to
become effective when the proposed facility begins
operation, at the future intake to the proposed Kellogg/Los
Vaqueros Reservoir. The objective will provide reasonable
protection to the M&I uses supplied by the propesed
facility.

® Retain the 150 mg/l maximum mean daily chloride objective at
the Contra Costa Canal intake/Antioch water works intake.
Extend the period of time that this objective is met to the
full year. Industrial water quality within the Delta is
protected in the Delta Plan by this standard. The amount of
time this standard is in effect varies according to year
type. Optimally, this objective would be met for the full
year and 1s proposed as such under the optimal levels of
protection.

The advocated addition of a 250 mg/l chloride objective at Old
River near Rock Slough has been determined to be
inappropriate. The current standard at the Contra Costa Canal
Intake provides full protection for M&I diversions at that
location. The advocated objective, located a distance away
from the current point of diversion; does not represent the
salinity at the point of diversion; it therefore deoes not
protect the MXI beneficial uses served by the Contra Costa
Canal as well as they are by the current standard. Also, the
basis for the recommendation, i.e., that it would allow a
"...later allocation of responsibilities..." for meeting the
standard at the Contra Costa Canal does not justify the
addition of a new standard.

The CCWD's proposal to add a 50 mg/l chloride objective at the
intake of the proposed Kellogg/Los Vaquercs Reservoir should be
rejected because the hearing evidence and testimony presented
on M&I beneficial use needs do not justify it. The water
quality standard for MUN use is 250 mg/l chlorides, which is a
taste rather than a health consideration. Industries cutside
of the Delta, many of which are supplied from a diversion
point other than the Contra Costa Canal, have not submitted
evidence showing a need for water quality better than 250 mg/
chlorides. Based on this information, a level of protection
better than 250 mg/l is not justified.

Table 5.3.1.3-1 is a list of averaged monthly salinities for
each water year type. The source data are mean monthly hourly
salinities over a tidal cycle simulated for an unimpaired
condition over the Water Years 1922 through 1978. The data
show that at no time do these average values exceed the 250 ppm
chloride standard set forth in the Delta Plan. Table 5.3.1.3-2
lists the loeations and optimal levels protection for M&I

uses.
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TABLE 5.3.1.3-1
UNIMPAIRED FLOW MEAN SALINITY
{mg/l chlorides)

WATER YEAR .

INDEX JAK FEB MAR APR MAY JUN Jut AUG SEP OCcT NOV DEC
CLIFTON COURT

CRITICAL 1%0 154 119 77 64 102 137 154 146 176 199 196
DRY 145 105 80 36 40 52 107 144 160 163 195 182

B. NORMAL 114 85 63 45 29 &b M 130 158 189 162 127

A. NORMAL 100 53 45 32 21 34 74 14 139 182 200 167
WET 74 63 52 36 21 22 S0 99 140 193 176 39

TRACY PUMPING PLANT

CRITICAL 190 182 160 136 109 93 99 127 152 138 162 183
DRY 151 143 129 108 a3 72 3 100 131 135 156 158

B. NORMAL 161 142 123 101 a0 63 ¥ 3 113 133 164 171

A. NORMAL 148 116 4! 75 60 50 48 62 %6 144 166 166
WET 124 93 2 58 47 39 37 47 7 142 169 166

CONTRA COSTA CANAL

CRITICAL 142 146 157 132 84 74 100 101 146 119 137 145
DRY 131 137 130 93 56 50 &6 90 92 135 139 133

B. NORMAL &0 59 57 48 33 30 39 34 55 56 58 59

A. NORMAL &9 &8 &6 49 29 26 36 52 54 71 71 s
WET 107 103 100 86 4l 26 41 5] 95 104 - 109 108

CACHE SLOUGH

CRITICAL 16 16 16 16 17 18 20 21 22 19 18 17
DRY 16 16 16 16 16 17 18 19 19 20 19 16

2. NORMAL 18 18 18 18 18 12 20 21 22 a1 19 18

A. NORMAL 18 18 18 18 18 18 19 21 22 22 20 19
WET 19 19 19 19 20 20 20 22 22 a3 21 20

LINDSEY SLOUGH (BARKER SLOUGH)

CRITICAL = 16 16 16 16 16 17 17 19 23 17 16 16
DRY 16 16 16 16 16 16 17 17 17 18 17 16

B. NORMAL 18 18 18 18 18 18 19 19 19 19 18 18

A. NORMAL 18 18 18 18 18 18 19 19 19 19 19 18
WET 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 21 20 20
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TABLE 5.3.1.3-2
OPTIMAL LEVEL OF PROTECTION FOR
MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL USES

Antioch Water Works Intake
on San Joaguin River

Beneficial Use Protected Parameter Description Year Type  Values
and Location
MUNICIPAL
Contra Costa Canal Intakei/ Chloride Ma ximum All 250
at Pumping Plant #1 Mean Daily
Chloride in mg/l
Clifton Court Forebay Chloride Ma ximum A1l 250
Intake at West Canal Mean Daily
Chloride in mg/l
Delta Mendota Canal Chloride Maximum A1l 250
at Tracy Pumping Plant Mean Daily
Chloride in mg/l
North Bay Aqueduct Chloride Maximum All 250
at Barker Slough Mean Daily
Chloride in mg/l
'City of Vallejo Intakez/ . Chleoride Ma ximum All 250
at Cache Slough Mean Dally
Chloride in mg/l
INDUSTRIAL
Contra Costa Canal Intake Chloride Ma ximum A1l 150
at Pumping Plant #1 Mean Daily
Chloride in mg/l
ar

1/ Tnis objective will remain in effect until Contra Costa Water District

moves its intake to Clifton Court Forebay.

2/ Only used as a control station if City of Vallejo is taking water from

this source.
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5.3.2 (not used)
5.3.3 Agriculture

5.3.3.1 No Action Alternative

o Western Delta

In the Delta Plan, the 0.45 millimhos/centimeter (mmhos/cm)
electrical conductivity (EC) agricultural standards set for
applied water in the western Delta were based upon the corn
criterion which provided 100 percent corn yield in this
region's subirrigated organic soil. These standards were
relaxed in all water year types except wet years at Emmston
and Jersey Point, and in the above normal year at Jersey
Point. The amount of relaxation was based on time weighted
average of water quality over the period fpril 1 to August
15 for conditicons that would exist without Central Valley
Project (CVP) and the State Water Project (SWP) conditions
(Without Project conditions). Adjustment of the standards
for water year type was justified based on the water quslity
that would have occurred in the absence of the projects for
such deliveries. Table 5.3.3.1=1 lists the numerical
standards set for western Delta agriculture.

TABLE 5.3.3.1-1 1/
WATER QUALITY STANDARDS FOR WESTERN DELTA AGRICULTURE

Year‘2
Location Parameter Description Type / Values
0.45 E EC frgy Date
fpril 1 to  Shown-”/ to
Date Shown August 15
Emmaton on the EC Max., 14-day Wet August 15 —
Sacramento River Running Aveg. Ab, Norm July 1 0.63
of Mean Daily Bl. Norm June 20 1. 14
EC in mmhos/cm Dry June 15 1.67
Critical - 2.78
Jersey Point on EC Max. 14-day Wet August 15 —
the San Joaquin Running Aveg. Ab. Norm August 15 -
River of Mean Daily Bl. Norm June 20 0. 74
EC in mmhos/cm Dry June 15 1.35
Critiecal - 2.20
1/ Water Quality Control Plan, August 1978

2/

3/

The year type for the preceding water year will remain in effect until the
initizl forecast of unimpaired runoff for the current water year is
available,

When no data are shown EC limit continues from April 1.
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~ @ Interior Delta

The Delta Plan agriecultural water quality standards for the
interior Delta were set using the same corn criterion as

in the western Delta. However, under Without Project
conditions, water quality in the interior Delta during the
irrigation season was better than in the western Delta.
Therefore, water year type relaxations for the interior
Delta were not as severe. Table 5,3.3.1-2 lists the
interior Delta water quality standards set in the Delta
Planhearing process.

TABLE 5.3.3.1-2

WATER QUALITY STANDARDS FOR INTERIOR DELTA AGRICULTURE1/

Year
Location Parameter Description Typez/ Values
0.45 EC  EC frgv Date
Bpril 1 to  Shown
Date Shown  fBugust 15
Terminous on EC Max. 14-day Wet August 15 -
the Mokelumne Running Avg. Ab. Norm Bugust 15 -
River of Mean Daily Bl. Norm Bugust 15 -
EC in mmhos/cm Dry August 15 -
Critical - - 0.54
San Andreas EC Max. 1l-day Wet August 15 -
Landing on the Running Avg. Ab. Norm fugust 15 -
San Joaquin of Mean Daily Bl. Nerm August 15 -
River EC in mmhos/cm Dry June 25 0.58
Critical -— 0.87

1/ Water Quality Control Plan, August 1978.
2/ The year type for the preceding water year will remain in effect until the
initial forecast of unimpaired runoff for the current water year is

available.

3/ When no data are shown EC limit continues from April 1,

o Southern Delta

Water quality standards for the southern Delta in the Delta
Plan were based on University of California guidelines for
the quality requirements of two of the most predominant salt
sensitive crops grown in the southern Delta, beans and
alfalfa. They recommended an applied water quality for
beans of 0.7 mmhos/cm EC from April through August, and 1.0
mmhos/cm EC for alfalfa the remainder of the year
(WQCP,8/79; VI-18,19).
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Location

The standards were not implemented pending completion of

New Melones Reservoir and an agreement among the South Delta
Water Agency, the Department of Water Resources, and the
Bureau of Reclamation to complete suitable circulation and
water supply facilities. Upon completion of New Melones
Reservoir in 1981, a 500 mg/l total dissoclved solids (TDS)
(770 mmhos/cm EC) standard at Vernalis came into effect.

In the Delta Plan the Board stated that, if by January 1,
1980 facilities and water supplies were not in place, the
Board would take appropriate enforcement action to prevent
encroachment on riparian rights in the southern Delta. At
South Delta Water Agency's request, this enforcement action
was postponed awaiting results of continuing negotiations
among the three agencies. For the purposes of the no action
alternative these standards will be considered to have been
in place. Table 5.3.3.1-3 lists the southern Delta water
quality standards used as the no-action alternative
objectives.

TABLE 5- 3- 3- 1—3

Vernalis neér DS

WATER QUALITY STANDARDS FOR SOUTHERN DELTA AGRICULTURE '/
Year
Parameter Description Type Values
Max, 30-day  A11%/ ' 500

the San Joaquin
River

Tracy Road EC
Bridge on
0ld River

0ld Riwver near
Middle River

Brandt Bridge on
San Joaquin River

Vernalis near the
San Joaquin River

Running Avg.
of Mean Daily

TDS in mg/l
Bpril 1 to  September 1 to
hugust 31 March 31

Max. 30-day a113/ 0.7 1.0

Running Avg.
of Mean Daily
EC in mmhos/cm

1/ Water Quality Control Plan, August 1978
2/ After New Melcones Reservoir becomes operational and until the standards

below become effective.
3/ To become effective only upon the completion of suitable circulation and
water supply facilities.
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5.3.3.2 Advocated Levels of Protection

Central Delta Water Agency (CDWA):

Water Quality Objectives

The agricultural water quality objectives for the Delta
should be set at a minimum water quality of 0.45 mmhos/cm EC
year round except for adjustments in the drier months of
drier years. The objective should not require a "leaching
regimen” more rigorous than "winter flocding" or "fall sub-
irrigation" more frequently than once in three years
(CDWA,Brief,26-27). Delta leaching practices were defined
in Section 4.4.1 of this Plan.

Monitoring Locations

The CDWA requests that monitoring stations be established at
0ld River near Holland Tract or Rancho Del Rio and on Turner
Cut near McDonald Island Bridge, in addition to those
previously established by the Delta Plan at Emmaton, Jersey
Point, San Andreas Landing and Terminous (CDWA,Brief,27).

Water Level Objectives

CDWA stated that, "Water level objectives need to be
established to prevent the operations of export diversions
from depleting local channel volumes beyond the point that
agricultural pumps and siphons are not adequately supplied"
(CDWA,Brief, 27-28). No specific method of implementing
this was recommended.

Central Valley Project Water Users Association (CVPWA):

Water Quality CObjectives

Objectives should be established at 1.5 mmhoS/cm EC for the
April 1 through August 15 period at Emmaton and Jersey
Point. This objective should be adjusted to 3.0 mmhos/cm EC
in eritical Water Years (CVPWA,Brief,49). No objectives
need be established for the areas of the Delta covered by
contracts with the Department of Water Resources. DWR
currently meets the Delta Plan standards in contracts with
ECCID and NDWA (CVPWA,Brief,49).

South Delta
Meeting the existing 500 mg/1 TDS standard at Vernalis must

be the responsibility of all water right holders on the San
Joaquin system (CVPWA,Brief,49).



Contra Costa County Water Agency (CCCWA):

Water Quality Objectives

The CCCWA recommends that the minimum water quality

standard necessary to achieve a 100 percent yield of corn be
set at 0.45 mmhos/cm EC for organic soils in the Delta
(CCWA,Brief,17).

Delta Tributaries Agency Committee (DTAC):

Water Quality Cbjectives

DTAC recommends relaxation of the Delta Plan agricultural
standard in the Central Delta, to the range of 1.5 to 2.5
deciSiemens/meter in all but critical years (One
deciSiemen/meter is approximately equal to one mmho/cm EC).
No objectives were suggested for critical years
(DTAC,Brief,6).

Leaching Objectives
Water quality standards should be carefully established "to

provide fall leaching water at the levels needed to leach a
necessary minimum amount of salt from the crop root zone of

Delta soils, but such leaching standard should be related to

the quantity of water available for such leaching"
(DTAC,BNIF,6-7).

Southern Delta CObjectives:

DTAC .recommends that the Board impose a short timetable for
ccmpletion of the negotiations between SDWA, DWR, and USBR.
Pending completion of such an agreement, the Board should
require elimination of reverse flows in the San Joaquin
River which are attributable to export pumping, and
continuance of Delta plan standards (DTAC,Brief,6-T}.

Department of Water Resources (DWR):

® Water Quality Objectives

"Jater quality objectives for the western and central Delta
should be based upon the resulits and information derived
from the Corn Study" (DWR,Brief,28). No specific numerical
water quality criteria were recommnended.

Leaching Objectives

An objective for post-harvest subirrigation leaching should
be provided for a ten-day period between November 1 and
December 20 at the Emmaton and Jersey Point stations. This
objective should be in effect only when the upstream October
1 storage conditions are at or above the normal operating
level which DWR defines as 11 million acre-feet for the
following major Sacramento River system reservoirs: Shasta,

5-12
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Whiskey Town, Black Butte, Frenchman, Antelope, Grizzley
Valley, Oroville, Almanor, New Bullards Bar, Engelbright,
Folscm, Berryessa, and Trinity. Furthermore, a winter
ponding objective should be provided at the Junction Point
and San Andreas Landing stations for the months December
through February (DWR,Brief,29-~30).

Monitoring Locations

DWR recommends that specific Delta agricultural objectives
for the irrigation season should be adopted for the
following locations: (1) Sacramento River at Emmaton; (2)
San Joaquin River at Jersey Point; (3) Mokelumne River at
Terminous; (4) San Joaquin River at San Andreas Landing; and
(5) Cache Slough near Junction Point (DWR,Brief, 30-31).
Furthermore, the water quality objective at Emmaton should
be eliminated when overland water supply facilities are
developed for Sherman Island (DWR,Brief,32). The objective
would be moved to the intake of the overland facilities.

Southern Pelta Objectives

Negotiations should be completed among the IWR, USBR, SDW&
to provide permanent solutions to the problems of local
water level, water quality and cireulation in the southern
Delta (DWR,Brief,32).

North Delta Water Agency (NDWA) and East Contra Costa
Irrigation District (ECCID):

Water Quality Objectives

NDWA and ECCID recommend that no change be made in Delta
agricultural water objectives which would impair the
contractual rights and obligations embodied in the contracts
among NDWA, ECCID, and DWR (NDWA,Brief,2). These standards
are outlined in summaries of testimony for ECCID and NDWA.

South Delta Water Agency (SDWA):

e Water Flow and Quality Objectives (Without Facilities)

SWDA advocated two sets of recommendations. The first are
recommendations with no south Delta facilities (SDWA, 115,
1=2). The second are recomendations with south Delta
facilities (SWDA,116,1-2). SDWA recommends that water
quality at any monitoring points should not exceed an
average of 400 mg/l TDS for the period March 1 through
September 30 and must not exceed 400 mg/l TDS on a seven-day
running average during March through June 30 and 500 mg/l
TDS seven-day running average between July 1 and Octcber

31. A TDS of 550 mg/l would be the maximum permissible
seven-day running average between November 1 and February 28
(T,%V,31:15-31:23).
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The minimum flow at Vernalis should comply with the
following schedule to maintain the above water quality

(the following figures relate to SDWA channel depletion,
with a 500 cfs 5~day running average minimum flow. They do
not include a flushing flow.):

October 696 cfs
November 583
December 500
January : 500
February 500
March 600
April 900
May 900
June 1000
July 1300
August 1204
September 8uT

Water Level Objectives (Without Facilities)

Water levels at low tide should not be less than zero mean
sea level at any point north of Vernalis at any time.
Export pump drawdown must not contribute to violations of
this objective (SDWA,115,1).

Monitoring Locations (Without Facilities)

SDWA proposes monitoring for water levels and water quality
in the San Joaquin River near Vernalis, Mossdale, the
bifurcation of Middle River and Old River, Middle River at
Howard Road Bridge, San Joaquin River at, or near, the
former location of Brandt Bridge, Old River at Tracy
Boulevard, Old River at Westside Irrigation District intake;
and water level only at the south end of Tom Palne Slough.
The water flow should continue to be monitored in the

San Joaquin River at Vernalis (SDWA,115,1).

Water Flow and Quality Objectives (With Facilities)

"Water quality required at the inflow points would be
specified as a function of net daily inflow rate and of
channel depletion by months for the channel reaches
receiving water from each inflow point. The values would be
initially determined by mathematical modeling of the system
to give water quality equivalent to the no barrier
standards" (SDWA,116,2).

"The required net daily inflow rates at each inflow point
would be in accordance with a monthly schedule sufficient to
maintain the required undirectional net daily flow In each
channel reach" (SDWA, 116,2).
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® Monitoring Locations (With Facilities)

"Water levels would be monitored at Vernalis, on Old River
at Middle Howard Road Bridge, on the San Joaquin River near
Paradise Cut, on 0ld River at Tracy Boulevard, on Grantline
Canal at Tracy Boulevard, and at Clifton Court!

(SDWA, 116,1).

"Water quality would be monitored at Vernalis, on the
downstream (intake) side of each barrier, at the former
location of Brandt Bridge on the San Joaquin River north of
01d River and Tracy Boulevard. On Grantline Canal, flow
would be measured at Vernalis and through each barrier™
(SDWA, 116, 172).

Water Level Objectives (With Facilities)

"Water level restraints at the monitoring points would be
the same as for the no-barrier case except for an additional
required level to be determined on the San Joaquin River
south of Paradise Cut. Water level maintenance could also
be assisted by seasonally functional flow restrictions in
Grantline Canal and in the San Joaquin River Channel near
Paradise Cut (SDWA, 116,2).

State Water Contractors (SWC):

Water Quality Objectives

The SWC reccmmend changing existing standards to reflect

the results of the corn study. Specific recommendations are
1.5 muhos/cm EC from April 1 through August 15 for all water
year types, and 3.0 mmhos/cm EC during critical years
(8WC,Brief,I-43).

Monitoring Locations

The measuring station at Emmaton in the Sacramento River
should be relocated to Three Mile Slough upon completion of
overland water supply facilities to serve Sherman Island
(SWC,Brief,I-43).

Bureau of Reclamation with Support from the U,S. Department
of Interior:

Water Quality Objectives

The USBR presented testimony on the leaching requirements of
the five most salt sensitive crops grown in the Delta
uplands. These were beans, fruit and nuts, vineyards, corn
and alfalfa (USBR,10 & A&B). From these leaching
requirements, average irrigation season water quality
objectives of 600 mg/l TDS in a normal year and 800 mg/l TDS
in a dry year were developed for Delta agriculture
(T,XV,139:15-139:21). The USBR, however, did not formalize
these into recommendations (T,XV,140:3-140:9).
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5.3.3.3 Optimal Level of Protection.

Western and Interior Delta:

8 Water Quality

Irrigation Water Quality

Field corn, the most widely grown crop in the Delta, is
grown on greater than 21 percent of the total Delta land
area including greater than 26 percent of the Delta
lowlands (DWR,304). The optimal level of protection

for the western and interior Delta will be based on the
protection of corn as it is the predominant crop and
among the most salt sensitive crops grown in the area.

The results of the corn study show that, with reasonable
farm management practices, an irrigation water EC of 1.5
mmhos/cm will provide 100 percent corn crop yields in
Delta organic soils that are subirrigated. An irrigation
water salinity of up to 2.0 mmhos/cm EC would provide the
same protection for corn on Delta mineral solls. 1In
general, the quality level of 1.5 mmhos/cm EC is met
under unimpaired flow conditions at all stations in all
year types during the irrigation period of April 1
through August 15. Based on the need and the
availability of this quality of water during unimpaired
flow conditions, 1.5 mmhos/cm EC is proposed as the
optimal level of protection. From information given in
Phase I, it has been determined that, even with the
adoption of these optimal cbjectives, Delta farmers will
on occasion need to monitor field soil salinity
conditions and provide effective leaching to bring the
s0il salinity to below the threshold value of 3.7
mmtios/cm EC (discussed below) before the start of each
irrigation season. Results of the corn study alsc show
that irrigation water salinity may be increased Lo as
much as 6.0 mmhos/cm EC after the end of July without
loss in crop yvield for that irrigation season. The
method or irrigation did not influence the salt tolerance
relationship of corn but required increased leaching
(SWRCB, 22-24).

On=Farm

Should the foregeing water quality objectives for
irrigetion water be adopted, then leaching to remove
excess salt buildup will be required. Removal of salt
from the crop root zone through leaching will be required
when root zone salinity exceeds 3.7 mmhos/cm EC.
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- Water Quality Objectives for Leaching

DWR's proposal for a winter ponding objective is
appropriate. TWR did not propose a particular level of
water quality, but did propose that it be in the form of
maximum monthly EC. To protect the Western Delta, this
objective should be provided at the Western and interior
Delta monitoring agricultural locations for December
through February. A maximum monthly EC objective of 1.7
mmhos/cm is recommended for this purpose. This objective
is sufficient to provide for the leaching needs
throughout the Delta.

® Water Levels

Insufficient information was presented on the negative
impacts of water levels and possible solutions to set
objectives in the western and interior Delta.

Location of Objectives

Water quality objectives for the western and interior Delta
should be established at the following locations: Emmaton
on the Sacramento River, Jersey Point on the San Joaquin
River, Terminous on the Mokelumne River, San Andreas Landing
on the San Joaquin River, and Cache Slough near Junction
Point.

Southern Delta:

o Water Quality

Beans, the most widely grown salt sensitive crop in the
southern Delta, were chosen as a target crop for purposes of
setting objectives. By setting objectives for this crop, the
less salt sensitive crops would also be fully protected.
Water quality standards were developed in the Plan for the
southern Delta based on bean growth (Table 5.3.3.1-3). A&s
New Melones Reservoir is now operational, the 500 TDS
objective at Vernalis is not recommended. The remaining
standards, along with a change in the deseription from a
30-day to a 14-day running average, should provide an
optimal level of protecticn for the southern Delta.

Water Levels
The issue of protection from low water levels was raised in

Phase I of the hearing. Maintaining adequate water levels
in the southern Delta can be accomplished through increased



flow releases through regulating export pumping, or through
channel medifications. It is believed that structural
alternatives combined with dredging and regulating export
pumping operations are feasible water level solutions and
that no flow objective be set for water levels in the
southern Delta.

o Flows

As discussed previously, SDWA requested a schedule of flows
for protection of southern Delta agriculture, in addition to
minimum water quality standards., Since water quality
objectives that will sufficiently protect the crops grown in
the southern Delta are being recommended, there is no need
for an additional requirement for flows.

® Location for Setting Objectives

The agricultural water quality objectives in the southern
Delta should be set at the San Joaquin River near Vernalis
and near Mossdale; at the bifurcation of 0ld and Middle
rivers; in Middle River at Howard Road Bridge; in Old River
at Tracy Road Bridge; and in the San Joaquin River at the
former location of Brandt Bridge.

Bay Agriculture:

Insufficient information was presented in the hearings to set
objectives for agriculture in the Bay region.

5.3.3.4 Consideration of Water Availability
e Western and Interior Delta

Figures 5.3.3.4-1 through 5 show the optimal obJectives for
the western and interior Delta superimposed over unimpaired
water quality conditions for an average water year type at
selected locations in the western and interior Delta. For
the five stations in the western and interior Delta, the 1.5
mmhos/cm EC objective is exceeded at Emmaton only in dry and
critical years and at Jersey Point only in eritical years.

& South Delta

Figures 5.3.3.4-6 through 11 show the optimal objectives
for the southern Delta superimposed over average water year
type of unimpaired water quality conditicns for selected
locations in the southern Delta. All stations in the
southern Delta are below the objective of 0.7 mmhos/cm EC
through the month of June in all year types. In all cases,
July, only the critical years exceed the 0.7 mmhos/cm EC
objective. In August through November for most year types,
unimpaired water qualities are above the 0.7 mmhos/cm EC
objective.
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MOKELUMNE RIVER AT TERMINOUS
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SALINITY IN EC (uMHOS)

CACHE SLOUGH NEAR JUNCTION POINT
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SALINITY IN EC (MMHOS)

SALINITY IN EC (MMHOS)
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SALINITY IN EC (MMHOS)

SALINITY IN EC (MMHOS)
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MIDDLE RIVER AT HOWARD ROAD BRIDGE
MONTHLY MEAN OF YEAR TYPES FIGURE 5.3.3.4~10
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e 3San Francisco Bay Agriculture

Until additional information is obtained that identifies the
needs of Bay agriculture, no objectives can be set for Bay
agriculture.

The optimal level of protection for agricultural beneficial
uses in the Delta is presented in Table 5.3.3.4.-1,

2.3.4 Chinook Salmon

5.3.4.1 No.Action Alternative 7

The 1978 Delta Plan contains flow objectives for the protection
of Chinook salmon migration throughout the year in the

Estuary. These standards are 30 day running averages of daily
flows at Rio Vista (see Table 5.3.4.1~1) which provide
protection of Sacramento River Basin salmon. 3Special
agreaments, not included in the Delta Plan, which provide
protection to salmon are discussed in Section 5.3.4.3. Figure
5.3.4,1=1 is a schematic representation of the location of
sites, facilities and channels to be discussed,

The Deltza Plan also requires the WP and CVP, in all water year
types, to close the Delta Cross Channel gates at Walnut Grove
when the daily Delta Outflow Index at Chipps Island exceeds
12,000 cfs between January 1 and April 15, The intent is to
minimize diverting fry, which rear in the north Delta, into the
central or scuthern Delta. Under the Delta Plan's sftriped bass
standards, DFG can request that the gates be closed between
April 16 through May 31 for up to 20 days but not more than two
out of four consecutive days. Such closures provide incidental
protection for emigrating smolts.

The Delta Plan contains limitations and/or requirements for
operation of SWP and CVP fish protective facilities at their
respective Delta pumping plants and for maintenance of fish
salvage records (SWRCB, 1978,40). The Delta Plan operational
criteria for the fish protection facilities, however, apply to
the CVP secondary fish screening system only to the extent that
they are compatible with water export rates,

The Delta Plan limits total Delta exports to 6,000 cfs for both
the CVP and SWP (3,000 cofs each) in May and June for striped
bass protection., However, the entire San Joaquin River flow
may be diverted in May and June of most years (T,XXXVI,166:12-
19) when exports exceed San Joaquin River inflows. As exports
increase relative to inflows, more of this River's flow is
drawn towards the CVP and SWP pumps via Cld River (DFG,15,28;
DWR,50) {see Figure 5.3.4.1-2) and flows in the lower reaches
of 0ld, Middle, and the San Joaquin rivers may reverse and move
upstream towards the export pumps,
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Table 5.3.4.1-1-=1978 Delta Plan 3almeon Standards

I. Salmon Migration-30 Day Running Average
of Mean Daily Flow at Rio Vista in cfs
Water Year Type

Time Wet Above Below Dry Critical
Period Normal Normal

January 2,500 2, 500 2,500 1,500 1,500

February 1- 3,000 2,000 2,000 1,000 1,000

March 15

Mareh 16~ 5,000 3,000 3,000 2,000 2,000

June 30

July 3,000 2,000 2,000 1,000 1,000
August 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
September 1- 5,000 2,500 2,500 1,500 1,500

December 31

IT1. Cross Delta diversion of salmon fry

Jan 1-fpr 15

‘Close Delta Cross Channel Gates
at Delta Outflow Index > 12,000 cfs

1171, CVP and SWP Delta pumping plant fish protective facilities

SWP

Nov 1-May 14

(a) approach velocity 3.0-3.5 fps
(b) bypass ratio-1.2:1.0 to 1.6:1.0

(e) primary bay-use Bay B as first

choice

(d) veloecity of water exiting the

screened water system not to
eyceed secondary channel

approach velocity

CVP
*Feb-May 1
*¥* June-Aug 31 /

Secondary system to be operated
as shown below to the extent compatible
in primary and seccondary channels with export rates:

¥(a)
*#(b)

(e)

(d)

secondary velocity 3.0-3.5 fps
secondary velcclty not to exceed
2.5 fps (preferably 1.5 fps).
secondary velcecity ratio not
reduced below 1:1.0

screened water discharge to lowest
possible level consistent with its
purpose

bypass ratio in the seconday should
prevent excessive velocities in the
holding tanks but should not be
less than the secondary approach
veloecity

" ippiies to all fish
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FIGURE 5.3.4.1-1 Schematic representation of the Delta and experimental smoit release sites
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5.3.4.2

Smolts of the four Chinook salmon races are emigrating through
the Delta from abouf QOctober through June, with the greatest
abundance typically from &pril through June when the fall run
emigrates. Average monthly salvage of Chinook salmon at the -
Harvey O. Banks Delta Pumping Plant reflects this seasonal
abundance of young salmon in the Estuary (see Figure 4.5,1.2-3)
(T, XXXVII, 128:13-129:1).

Since the 1978 Delta Plan was approved, the survival of fall
run smolts emigrating through the Estuary to the ocean has been
identified as an issue of concern. Little information was
available during the hearing for this plan. S3ince then, the
USFWS on behalf of the Interagency Ecological Studies Program,
carried out studies to evaluate the survival of fall run smolts
during their emigration through the Estuary. These studies
provide significant new information about relationships between
smolt survival and Delta conditions under the 1978 Delta Plan,
which are discussed in detail in section 5.3.4.3, USFWS has
concentrated on Delta conditions affecting fall run smolts
emigrating from the Sacramento River Basin. Generally they
found that smelt survival improved with increasing flow, up to
a2 maximum. Limited data from studies of San Joaquin Basin
smolts show similar results. Evidence was not presented on the
effects of existing estuarine conditions on the immature life
stages of the other three races of Chinook salmon.

The recent evidence developed by USFWS indicates that, if the
1978 Delta Plan salmon migration flows were the controlling
flow standard, fall run smolt survival would be minimal (see
Table 5.3.4.1-2). However, under present conditions, other
water quality standards and operational constraints on the SWP
and CVP result in substantially higher flows during the April
through June fall run smolt emigration period. Currently flow
requirements to protect agricultural, fish and wildlife, and
striped bass beneficial uses provide higher flows than those
required for salmon migration (see Table 5.3.4.1-3).
Uncontrolled flows during, and sometimes later than, April in
wetier water years, also contribute to Rio Vista flows
exceeding 1978 Delta Plan requirements (see Table 5.3.4.1-4),

Very little information is available about the effects of
present conditions on salmon smolts migrating through the Bay.
Information on Bay survival will not be available for several
years.

Advocated Levels of Protection

Most of the parties presenting testimony on Chinook salmon
agree that the 1978 Delta Plan salmon flow standards provide
inadequate protection for fall run smolts, and that specific
causes of salmon mortality upstream and in the Delta should be
addressed to improve survival rates of immature fish. Most
participants analysed the same data in preparing their
testimony. The major differences dealth with: (1) when, where,
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Water
Year

77-78
78-79
79-80
80-81
81-82
82-83
83-84
8485
85-86
86-87

Year
Type

=

L)

= 9 =5 = =5 U =

Table 5.3.4, 1-4--Comparison of Mean Monthly Controlling
Delta Outflows and Actual Delta Outflows

April
Aectual
61,276
14,485
28,689
11,653
140, 163
113,053
14,732
6,913
46,572
6,291

Controlling'/Actual Controlling

10, 000
7,600
10, 000
7,600
10,000
10,000
10, 000
7,6003/
10,000
6,700

May
40,874
13,435
20,912

9, 143
57,876
97,99%
11, 204
7,378
15,911
4,951

13,360
7,600
13,360
7,600
13, 360
13,360
7,984
7,600
13,360
4,348

in efs (from DWR Dayflow).

June

Actual
9,086
5,326

14,870

4,596

28,515
72,154
8,038
5,215
9,322
3,496

Contreolling
14,000
6,150
14,000
6,150
14,000
14,000
7,600
6,150
14,000

3,900

1/Com:rolling or minimum required Delta Outflow flows as shown on

Table 5.3.4.1-3 from DWR tables revised March 1986 sent to R. 3atkowski

of SWRCB, 1/9/88.

If controlling flow varies within the month each flow

is weighted by the number of days in that month for which it applies.

2/
3/

Carriage water is not included in these values.
Subnormal snowmelt criteria apply.
Differences due to imprecision in channel depletion estimates and

correlations between flow and EC used to determine minimum required

Delta Outflow.

5-33

These do not represent violations of Delta Plan standards.



and what actions should be taken; and (2) which factors were
considered the most influential on adult and/or young salmon
survival and production. Only the fishery agencies and
envirommental groups advocated levels of protection essentially
different from those of the 1978 Delta Plan.

The posifions taken by the parties at Phase I of the hearing
on Chinook salmon are summarized below and in Tables 5.3.4,2-1
through 5.3.4.2-4:

o SWC (SWC,201,22-27;T,LIX, 170:7-173:13)

- Existing Delta Plan striped bass flow standards should be
maintained as the salmon flow objectives until adequate
data are available to determine whether changes are
required.

Table 5.3.4,2-1 shows what the striped bass flows would be
from May 6 through June under the 1978 Delta Plan and
represents an estimate of the levels of protection advocated
by the SWC, U3BR, and DWR. USFWS data were used to calculate
the estimated smolt survival index under these flows to compare
with levels of protection advocated by other parties. For
comparison, Table 5.3.4.1-3 gives an estimate of controlling
flows during the entire April through June smolt emigration
period.

e TWR (T,XLIII,219:2-221:8)

- The existing striped bass standards should be the salmon
standards.

- Recent historical levels of catch and escapement are
already being maintained.

e USBR (T,LXI,120:24-131:6)
- Natural szlmon production should be increased.

- A system—wide management plan that addresses conditions
in 2ll salmon habitats should be developed.

- Structural solutions, such as screens, to improve Delta
survival would be preferred to flow increases since they
would minimize impacts on other beneficial uses.

- Continue interagency studies and refine monitoring to
determine effectivensess of new programs.

- Allow operational flexibility to respond to
recomendations of the five-agency salmon group, composed
of the USFWS, DFG, NMF3, DWR and USBR, recently formed to
reduce or solve salmon problems identified in the Phase I
nearings.
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Table 5.3, 4.2~1--Recommended Salmon Flow Standards with present Delta Plan

Delta Outflows for Striped Bass (SWC, USBR, DWR).
(USFWS survival index values are shown in parentheses).

Water Year TYpe

Wet ib. Norm. B, Norm. Subnormal Dry1/ Dry or 2/
Period Snowmelt Critical
Flow in cfs
May 6-=31 14,000 14,000 11,400 6,500 4,300 3,300
(0.53) (0.53) (0.38) {0.11) (0.0) (0.0)
June 14,000 10, 700 9,500 5,400 3,600 3,100
(0.53) (0.3 (0.27) (0.0m) (0.0) (0.0)

1/Dry year following a wet, above normal or below normal year,

from D-1485 Table 2

Z/Dry year following a dry or critical year
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- Do not change existing standards until the

recommendations of the five-agency salmon group can be
avaluated,

DTAC, TID/MID (TID/MID,Brief,9-14)

The smolt survival index should not be used as a standard.

USFWS (USFWS, 31,31d-3 and 47)

Sacramento Basin fall run smolts should be protected
April 1 through June 30 and San Joaquin Basin smolts
from April 1 through June 15.

Sacramento River flows at Rio Vista, depending on water
year type, should range from 21,500-10,000 cfs and
provide smolt survival indices at the 1940's level,
ranging from 0.9 in wet years to 0.30 in eritical years.

San Joaquin River flows at Vernalis should range from
12,000-4,000 cfs, depending on water year type.

Eliminate reverse flows during smolt emigration.
Prevent delays to adult migrants, maintain unobstructed
migration route, and maintain DO above 5 mg/l between
Stockton and Turner Cut in the fall.

Survival goals could be achieved by a combination of flow,
cperational and physical modifications.

Table 5.3.4.2-2 summarizes the protection levels
recommended by USFWS and other fishery advocates.

WFS (T,LXI,22: 24-28: 1)

In the Sacramento River system, Delta smolt survival for
all four races should be that which occurred under 19U0
levels of water development (see Table 5.3.4.2-2).

The Water Quality Control Plan should contain a blend of
physical and operational management measures as well as
some increment of flow increase to improve smolt
survival.

Interim standards should be established for the San
Joaquin River system to improve salmon production.

DFG (T,XIII,76:24-80:24;DFG,6l, and DFG,30)

Survival of each race in the Delta should be based on
1940 historical levels (see Table 5.3.4.2-2).
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Table 5,3.4,2-2--Recommended Cbjectives for Chinook Salmon (USFWS,DFG,NMF3)

(from USFWS,31d-1i and 47)

Sacramento Basin Smolts

April - June

San Joaguin River.

5-37

‘Water Year April - June
Type Survival Index Rio Vista Flow

' (CF3)

Wet 0.95 21,500
Above Normal 0.85 20,000
Below Normal 0.75 18,000

Dry 0.65 16,000
Critical 0.30 10,000

1. Keep smolts out of central Delta.

2. Xeep temperatures below 66 degrees F.

3. Keep smolits out of upper Old River.

4, Positive net flow in the San Joaquin, 0Old, and Middle rivers.
San Joaquin Basin Smolts

1. Same survival levels as for the Sacramentoc Basin.

2. Vernalis in flows ranging from 12,000 cfs in wet water years to 4,000

in eritical water years.

Central Valley Adults

1. Maintain unobstructed migration route.

2. Dissolved oxygen > 5 mg/1 between Stockton and Turner Cut on the



Survival rate for Sacramento Basin fall run salmon should
based on the USFWS flow-to-survival relationship in
Exhibit 31.

Eliminate flow reversals by 1995 in the San Joaquin River
and in 0ld and Middle rivers.

Survival levels in the San Joaquin River should alsc be
based on historical levels but these still need to be
defined.

Physical and operational measures should be considered to
achieve protection.

e EDF (EDF,23)

USFWS flows recommended for Sacramento Basin smolt
migration should be adopted.

Vernalis flows should range from 11,000-5,000 cfs
depending on water year type.

Delta outflows sheuld range from 31,000-10,000 cfs,
depending on water year type.

Table 5.3.4.2-3 summarizes the flow conditions recommended by

EDF,

e BISF (BISF,Brief,85-86 and 93-98)

The spring Delta outflows at Chipps Island; measured as
a combination of Sacramento and San Joagquin River
flows, should not be less than 38,500 cfs averaged over
three to five year pericds.

Outflows could be reduced in dry years provided
compensating flows are available in other years.

There should be objectives for wet, median and dry year
spring flows at levels greater than D-1485.

Endorses other measures proposed by USFWS.

Table 5.3.4,.2-} summarizes the standards recommended
- by BISF. - '

5.3.4.3 Optimal Levels of Protection

Evidence presented in Phase I of the hearing indicates that
Delta Plan objectives do not fully protect all the different
life stages of Chinook salmon using the Estuary. The parties
presenting evidence at the hearing reviewed much of the same
data and generally agreed that under existing conditions the
Delta is a source of significant mortality for smolts
emigrating from upstream areas. This section summarizes
available information on the factors contributing to reduced
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Table 5.3.4.2-4--Recommended Salmon Smolt Protection Levels (BISF)
(BISF,Brief,85-86 and 93-98)

Controlling
Year Type

Wet Years
(wettest 10%)

Median Years
(years between
wet and dry)

Dry Years
(driest 10%)

Period

Apr—Jun

Apr-Jun

Apr=Jun

Protection Level 1
(Delta Outflow in cfs) '/

38, 50042, 00
38, 500-42, 000

10, 000

Beneficial Use

salmon smolts,
striped bass,
shad

salmon smolts

salmon smolts

1/ Combined Sacramento and San
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salmon production and hypothetical actions which would
eliminate these mortality factors providing coptimzl protection
for the salmon beneficial use in the Delta-Estuary. Much of
the recent evidence was based on studies carried ocut sirice the
1978 Delta Plan went into effect. These study results were
presented in terms of either: (1) correlations between fish
survival and flow or other conditions in the Delta; or (2)
descriptions of results for which only a few years' data were
avallable and general, not always consistent, trends were
apparent.

Evidence has been presented showing that natural populaticons of
Sacramento salmon are declining and San Joaguin populations are
undergoing extreme fluctuations. Also, Delta Plan salmon
standards are not providing inadequate protection particularly
with regard to condifions affecting the fall run smolts during
their spring emigration.

Recent studies by the USFWS showed a significant positive
correlation between fpril through June Rio Vista flows and
survival of marked hatchery smolts migrating through the Delta
(USFWS,31,33-41), Several years of data from the San Joaquin .
Basin suggest a similar relationship (USFWS,31,65-71). These
studies also indicated a positive relationship between survival
and keeping smolts in the main channels of the Sacramento and
San Joaquin rivers (USFWS,31,72-73;T,XXVI,152:6-155:23).
Furthermore, survival in both basins may be reduced when spring
water temperatures are above the stressful range of 66°to

70% (T, XXXVI, 159: 17-20;DWR, 562, 60; TXXXVI, 150: 241512 113
DFG,15,20-27).

The amount of flow is the major determinant of both the
quantity and quality of fishery habitat, However, it is not
feasible to try to establish or achieve precise numerical fish
production goals since many factors, all of which may vary from
year to year, influence the number of salmon returning to
spawn. Instead, determination is made by fishery biclogists as
te the general habitat conditions needed to ensure the highest
probability of reasonable or optimal fish production levels.
This was the approach taken in the Interagency Delta salmon
studies carried ouf by the USFWS. The point was made that
correlation does not mean causation (T,XXCNVIIT,17:14-16) and
that more study is needed before specific actions be taken to
change beneficial use protection levels contained in the Delta
Plan. However, as the SWC's consultant testified, the
likelihood of being able to demonstrate causation when so many
of the factors are interrelated (T,XCXVIII,17:17-24) is
difficult (T,XXVIII, 61:11-17).,

In the following secticons the factors affecting the salmon
beneficial uses are discussed in detail. Recommendations are
also made which would theoretically provide optimal protection
to the fall run Chinook salmon in the Delta. No evidence
regarding specific protection levels needed by smolts of the
other three races was submitted, therefore, no discussion

of them is presented.
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Problem 1: Decreased spring Delta inflows reduce fall run
smolt survival,

IFG testified that the primary factor limiting salmon
survival in the Estuary is the survival rate for emigrants
(T,XXVII,66:11-14) and that "there are not substitute
measures outside the Estuary that could compensate for all
the potential harm that could resulf from decreased survival
within the Estuary™ (T,XXXVII,69:4-9).

Since the 1G40's upstream and in-Delta facilities have
altered seasonal flow patterns. Reservoir operations and
water diversicons have decreased spring inflows toc the Delta
(see Figure 5.3.4.3-1). '

Historically, the magnitude of spring flow during the fzll
run smolt emigration period has corresponded to the number
of adults returning to spawn about two and one-half years
later. In the Sacramento Basin before the improvement in
hatchery production in the 1970's, spawning escapement
fluctuated in relation to conditions during the smolt
emigration period (DWR,561,17-20). An analysis performed by
DWR's consultant indicated that prior to 1968, the two year
moving average of monthly April-June Sacramento River flows
during the smolt emigration period correlated significantly
with the two year moving average of subsequent Sacramento
Basin spawning escapement (monthly R ranging from 0,53-
0.72,P<0,01 or <0.05 for April, May, and June). April
through July Delta outflow also correlated significantly
with spawning escapement (monthly R ranging from 0.52-0.77,
P<0.01 or 0,05). After 1968 no significant correlation
between smolt emigration flows and later adult escapement
was found (DWR,561,34-48), Various events occurring after
1967 are thought to have eliminated this relationship,
ineluding, closure of the Red Bluff Diversion Dam on the
upper Sacramento River (DWR,561,17-20;43-49}, "an increase
in Delta diversions by initiation of SJP exports, transfer
of Trinity River water to the Sacramento Basin, and
increased trucking of hatchery production around the Delta"

(USFWS, 31, 7T7-79).

The practice of trucking and releasing hatchery reared
smolts below the Delta has enabled the total adult
Sacramento Basin fall run population to be stabilized
despite the "persistent decline" of all races of naturally
produced salmeon and those hatchery reared fish which
emigrate down the Sacramento River and through the Delta
(T, XXVII, 153:-154:1), As discussed in section 4.5.1.2,
survival of fish trucked around the Delta is established to
be six to eight times greater than survival of hatchery
produced smolts migrating through the Delta (T,XXXVII, 161:
22-162:13.
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Salmon escapement to the Feather and American rivers has
inereased, even though reservoir storage has altered spring
outflows, because hatchery rearing programs have replaced or
augmented natural instream salmon production (DWR,561,49),
Flows in the lower American River were reported to have no
influence on escapement because the run is primarily
maintained by planting smolts in the Estuary(DWR,561,49).
Feather River escapement has continued to be significantly
correlated with Sacramento River flows in June
(R=0.75,P<0.01) and Delta outflow in July
(R=0.74,P<0.01).Not all Feather River hatchery salmon are
released in the Estuary which may account for the continued
relationship between Sacramento River flows and escapement
to the Feather River. Feather River escapement increases to
about 50,000 fish when June flows in the Sacramento River
range from about 16,000-25,000 cfs (DWR,561 40-50) and July
Delta outflows range from about 6,000-12,000 cfs
(DWR,561,41). Feather River escapement appears to have
stabilized (DWR,561,25) and more escapement fish are
produced at lower flows since hatchery production began in
1968 (DWR, 561,49).

The support provided to the Sacramento Basin salmon fishery
by hatchery production has hidden the decline of naturally
produced fish migrating down the river (as shown in Figure
4,5,1.2-4)., This practice has also counteracted the
historical relationship between spring flow conditions and
subsequent adult escapement. However, recent USFWS studies
of spring inflow to the Delta and smeclt survival through the
Delta indicate there is still an important relationship
between these factors.

USFWS found that Delta smolt survival, as calculated by
ocean tag returns of adults marked and released as smolts in
the Delta and harvested two to four years later, increases
as mean daily flows measured from April through June at Rio
Vista increased up to about 22,500 cfs (R=0.97,P<0.01)
(USFWS, 31,33-58) (see Figure 5.3.4.3-2). Based on the
statistical relationship between Rio Vista flows and smolt
survival, USFWS calculated that, under the 1978 Delta

Plan salmon flow objectives, the spring smolt survival

index would be less than 0.01 (USFWS,31,58). In other
words, when the regression equation developed from the
flow/survival relationship is used with the Delta Plan
salmon flows, the resulting amount of salmn smolt expected
to survive is less than one percent. The annhual abundance
of smolts at Chipps Island also increases up to a maximum
Rio Vista flow of about 30,000 cfs (USFWS 31, 36-37). Smolt
survival was negatively correlated with increzsing water
temperatures (R= -0,.86,P<0.01) and percent of Sacramento
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FIGURE 5.3.4.3-2 Relationship of smoit survival through the Deita to mean daily Rio Vista flow

Index of Delta survival to ocean recovery

based on ocean recovery of tagged hatchery smolts. 3/

(from USFWS, 31, 35)
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1/ The years 1982-1984 are not included in the regression equation because either fish
wera released downstream of Sacramento or survival was > 1.0.

2/

Survival = (0.000056 x Rio Vista flow) - 0.258
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River flows diverted through the Delta Cross Channel at
Walnut Grove during the fall run smolt emigration periocdof
April through June (R= -0,65,P<0.05). Sacramento River flow
at Rio Vista was considered to be an index parameter
representing the combined interaction of higher Sacramento
River flows, lower water temperatures, and a decrease in the
relative proportion of Sacramento River flows diverted
through the Delta Cross Channel (USFWS,31,55; T,XXXVI, 156:
15-23).

These experiments were carried out primarily under 1978
Delta Plan conditions, with normal exports and Cross Channel
diversions. As discussed later in this section, these other
factors also affect smolt survival,

In addition to caleulating monthly survival indices under
Delta Plan conditions, USFWS took this index and multiplied
it by the percentage of fall run smolts passing Chipps
Island in each month (as determined by annual trawl
surveys) for 1978-1986 to derive an annual weighted survival
index (USFWS,31,56-57) (see Table 5.3.4.3-1). As shown in
Figure 5.3.4.3-3, annual weighted April through June smolt
survival for all 1978-1986 appears to be much better,
averaging 0.U47, compared to expected survival under the
contrelling Delta Plan flow objectives which ranges from
0.13=0.24 (see Table 5.3.4.1-3 in section 5.3.4.1). The
higher annual weighted survival values, ranging from 0O, 12-
1.0 for any given year, reflect the fact that since 19678
six out of nine years have been wet. As mentioned
previously, unregulated Delta flows in April and sometimes
in May have been much higher than the controlling flow
standards (see Table 5.3.4.1-4).

In order to estimate and compare salmon smolt survival for
various historic periceds, DWR Dayflow Ric Vista flows values
from 1930 to 1987 were used in the USFWS smolt survival/Rio
Vista flow equation. Smolt survival indices for mean
unimpaired flows for each year type were also compared to
the mean historical survivals as shown in Table 5.3.4.3=2.
USFWS reported that estimated mean weighted smolt survival
using IWRs 1940 level of development hydrology was 0,76
(USFWS, 31e). The smolt survival index values based on
selected historic periods indicate a declining trend, from

an average of 0.75 under unimpaired conditions to 0.42 since
1968.

Several factors may have coniributed some bias in the USFWS
studies. Many of the experimental releases of smolts were
made in May and June, although emigrating smolts are present
throughout April. April conditions are thought to be more
favorable to smolt survival (see Figure 5.3.4.3-3) so that
the relationship observed between flow and survival may
underestimate the mean April through June survival

(USFWS, 31,42-44), Recently planted hatchery fish may not
survive as well as wild fish adapted to river conditions,
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Table 5.3.,4.3-1--Estimated Weighted Surviv
Indices Under Delta Plan Conditions

1

(Values in parentheses are the monthly percentage

of smolts migrating past Chipps Island)

Water AprilZ/ May June Annual

Year Survival Survival Survival Estimated_Survival
Year Type Index (%) Index (%) Index (%) Index
1978 W 1.0 (@D 0.69 (40)  0.07 (33) 0.57
1975 D 0.40 (19 0.30 (52) .05 (29) 0.25
1980 W 0.74 (14} 0.40 (34) 0.33 (52) 0.1
1981 D 0.43 (34 0.17 (50) 0.0 (16) G.23
1982 W 1.0 (18 1.0 (49 0.80 (33) 0.93
1983 W 1.0 (19) 1.0 (39 1.0 (32) 1.0
1984 W* 0.50 (11) 0.26 (66) 0.16 (23) 0.26
1985 D 0.09 (26 0.14  (63) 0.13 (10) 0.12
1986 W 1.0 (37 0.22 (55) 0.04 (08)  0.49
Mean 0.68 (23) 0.46 (51) 0.29 (26) 0. 47

* Low spring flows due to subnormal snowmelt

2/

Numbers corrected from values in USFWS, 31,57 Table 4-6,
(P.Brandes pers. comm.)
The monthly survival index is calculated using formula:

3=0,000056 Q -~ 0.258; where S=survival and Q=mean monthly

Rio Vista flow in efs for flows between 4,500 and 22,500 efs

3/ The weighted annual survival index is the sum of each monthly survival
index times the percentage of smolts migrating past Chipps Island in
that month
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Table 5.3.4.3-2 COMPARISON OF APRIL-JUNE RIO VISTA FLOWS FOR SELECTED HISTORICAL
PERIODS 1/ AND CORRESPONDING SMOLT SURVIVAL INDICES

YEAR TYPE 2/ APRIL MAY JUNE AVERAGE
Flow Survivai Flow Survival Flow Survival survival
UNIMPAIRED FLOWS 3/
Wet 67,308 1.00 54,248 1.00 30,468 1.00 1.00
Above Normal 51,279 1.00 33,291 1.00 16,650 0.68 .89
Below Normal 35,669 1.00 3’ 849 1.00 12,785 0.46 0.82
ory 24,205 1.00 21,444 0.9 12,356 0.43 0.7%
critical 12,757 0.46 8,601 0.22 4,488 0.00 0.23
Average 38,244 0.89 29,291 0.83 | 15,357 0.51 4.75
1930-1987 FLOWS
Wet 61,845¢22414) 1.00 41,769(22035) Q.97 24,408¢18,580) 0.78 0.92
Above Normal 46,753¢22500) 1.00 23.808(20875) 0.90 100714¢10714)°  0.29 0.73
Below Normal 16,933¢16333) 0.66 14,672014554) 0.56 7,563(7563) 0.17 0.46
ory 13,205¢12673) 0.45 10:818¢10203) 0.31 6,51906619) 0.12 0.30
Critical 8,749¢8749) ~ 0.2% 4956¢4936) 0.04 2,531(2531) 0.00 0.10
Average 4/ 32,775¢17355) 0.72 22,278(15653) 0.62 12,385¢10576) D0.35 0.56
Weighted Avg.S5/ 0.57
1953-1987 FLOWS
Wet 56,542(22371) G.%9 33,527¢21,802) 0.96 20,456¢17,152) 0.70 0.89
Above Normal 35.681¢22500) 1.00 14,812¢14812) 0.68 7.038¢7058) ~ 0.14 0.61
Beiow Normal 14,178(14163)  0.54 11;558¢11381) 0.38 7.331(7331)  0.16 0.36
bry 8,177¢8170) 0.20 7,027¢7027) © 0.4 4,861(4841)  0.03 0.12
Critical 6,690(6690)  0.16 5,165(5165)  0.05 3,715(3715)  0.00 0.07
,g.ver:ge &f 27,874(15,401)  0.61 17,685¢13,683) 0,51 10,503¢9770)  0.30 0.47
Weighted Avg.5/ 0.47
1930-1952 FLOWS
Wet 72,452¢22500) 1.00 58,553¢22500) 1.00 32,313¢21436) 0.4 0.98
: Above Normal 51,182¢22500) 1.00 26,606¢22500) 1.00 12.1846¢12184) 0.42 0.81
Below Normai 22.443(20672) 0.90 20,901¢20901) 0.91 8, b27¢8027 8.19 0.67
Dry 22,015(20551) 0.89 17,456¢15762) 0.62 9.731(9731)  0.29 0.40
Critical 11,49411494)  0.39 4,830¢4630) ~ 0.03 952(952) 0.00 0.14
Average 4/ 40,234(20328) 0.88 29,268(18650) 0.79 14640¢11802)  0.43 0.70
Weighted Avg.5/ 0.70
1953-1967 FLOWS
ALL 29,332¢16436)  0.86 21,290¢15876)  0.43 11,980¢105823 0.35 0.55
1968-1978 FLOWS
ALL 24,649¢14292) 0,56 13,464¢12381)  0.44 8,873¢8873)  0.25 0.42
1979-1987 FLOWS
ALL 29,387¢15031) 0.58 16,835¢11619)  0.39 11,588¢9513) 0.28 0.42

Footnote 1: Flows obtained from DWR DAYFLOW for Rio Vista flows, 1930-1987. 1930-1987 is the peried of record.
The flow on the left is the actual average flow for all months in that year type. The value in parentheses
is the average of the monthly flows with with a cap of 22,500 cfs on all individual monthly flows exceeding
this value. This is because USFWS data shawed that 22,500 cfs produced a maximum survival index of 1.00.

It is assumed that flows in excess of 22,500 cfs would not increase smolt survival, 1953-1987 is the .
ggrlod when the major water projects and Delta facilities were in their present configuration. 1930-1952 is the
fore the CVP and SWP began ma}mj Delta expots. 1933-1967 is the pre-SWP period, 1968-1978 is the pre-Delta

Delta Plan period, and 19/9-1987 is the post- Delta Plan period. Survival=(Rio Vista Flow)}*.00D0056-,258.
Footnote 2: Apr‘t{-JuLy_year type index

Footnote 3: From Flowscience

Footnote 4: Average flow for that menth over all year types,not the average of the year type values shown above.
Footnote 5: Weighted survival is the average April-June survival times the number of years of each year type,
divided by the total number of years in the historical period.
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However, trawl samples of the abundance of urmarked fish at
Chipps Island underwent similar numerical changes with
changes in flow, temperature, and diversion rate as were
observed for marked fish (USFWS,31). Therefore, the
survival of the tagged hatchery fish was assumed to be
representative of the general effects of certain Delta
conditions on all emigrating smolts and accurate enough to
be used as an index (USFWS,31,41).

In the San Joaquin Basin, large annual fluctuations in the
magnitude of spring flows during the smolt migration are
followed by similar fluctuations in adult spawning
escapement (T,XXXVI, 15:10-23) (see Figure 5.3.4.3-4). The
amount of spring flows during the smolt emigration period
correlates signifiecantly with subsequent adult escapement
two and one half years later (R=0.82,P<0.01) (see Figure
5.3.4.3-5). Between 1955 and 1985 when mean April through
June flows at Vernalis were around 20,000 cfs or more during
smolt emigration, maximum adult escapement of around 40,0C0
or more fish occurred two and one half years later.

Qutflows around 5,000 cfs or less were generally associated
with subsequent spawning escapement of less than 10,000 fish
(USFWS, 31,65) (see Figure 5.3.4.3-4), The fluctuating
salmon escapement seen in the San Joaquin Basin is probably
more typical of the historical response of salmon to varying
water supply conditions and the resultant availability of
fish habitat with a minimal hatchery contribution; this
escapement is similar to what occurred in the Sacramento
Basin prior to the increased hatchery contribution of the
1970*'s (DWR,561, 17=20).

Recent USFWS studies of tagged smolis released in the

San Joaquin River tributaries in two wet water years when
inflows exceeded exports (1982 and 1986), and one critical
water year when exports exceeded inflows (1987), showed
that the highest survival indices, 0.58 and 0.62, occurred
when flows measured at Vernalis were about 8,700 to 12,000
efs (1982 and 1986). The survival index dropped to 0. 17
when Vernalis flows were 2,100 efs (1987) (USFWS, 31,70-71;
T,XXXVI, 163:11-21) (see Figure 5.3.4.3-6). Based on this
limited data, extending a line to intersect the 100 percent
survival level suggests that a Vernalis flow of about 20,000
cfs would be needed (see Figure 5.3.4.3-6). DFG estimated
that April through early June San Joaquin River inflows to
the Delta of about 17,000 cfs would produce 70 percent of
historical salmon escapement in the San Joaquin Basin
(DFG,15,49). The estimates were based on (1)} correlations
between spring flows and adult escapement by that year
class; and (2) estimzates of the channel capacity of a
particular river (T,X0NVI,22: 17-23:12). Thus, several
different evaluations suggest that the greatest salmon smolt
survival and/or subsequent adult production occurs when
spring flows at Vernalis are arcund 17,000-20,000 cfs.
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FIGURE 5.3.4.3-4 Mean April through June San Joaquin River flows at Vernalis during smolt emigration

Mean Apr-Jun Vernalis flows (in thousand cfs)

San Joaquin Basin escapement
2 1/2 years later (in thousands)
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Adult escapement 2 1]2 years later

FIGURE 5.3.4.3-5 Relationship between mean April through June flows at Vernalis

80,000

60,000

40,000

20,000

and adult spawning escapement 2 1/2 years later, 1956-1984

(USFWS, 31, 65)

R=0.82 (P<0.01)

San Joaguin River flows in cfs
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FIGURE 5.3.4.36 Mean April to June flows at Vernalis and the corresponding estimated smoit survival index”
for marked smolt. Projected flows corresponding to maximum adult escapement 2 1/2 years later are
shown by the dashed line. (from USFWS, 31,70) (This relationship is shown for informational purposes
only since only 3 years of data ate available and there is no significant correlation)
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The optimal protection level described below is based on the
flows that would, according to the available evidence,
confer optimal habitat protection and facilitate maximum
smolt survival without regard to other factors which may
also influence Delta smolt survival. Reliance on hatcheries
and trucking young fish around conditions shown to cause
slgnificant mortality in order to maintain adult production
and harvest does not constitute optimal protection of this
beneficial use.

- Recommendation: For optimal protection of fall run
smolts emigrating down the Sacramento River, the April,
May and June mean monthly flows at Rio Vista should be
22,500 cfs.

For the protection of fall run smolts emigrating down the
San Joaquin River, the mean April, May and June flow
should be 20,000 cfs.

Problem 2: Diversion of emigrating smolts from historieal
. migration routes reduces their survival.

Tagging studies show that Delta survival decreases when
smolts are diverted cut of the main channels of the
Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers during emigration.
Central and southern Delta conditions believed to contribute
to reduced smolt survival include: temperatures at
stressful, to near lethal, levels during the late spring
emigration period; possible poor food supplies; migration
delays due to diversion from normal migration routes and
reverse flows in 0ld, Middle, and the lower San Joaquin
rivers carrying fish %to the CVP and SWP export pumps; high
predation rates near the SWP's Clifton Court Forebay; and
the fish salvage process atthe CVP and SdP export pumps
(USFWS, 31,51-53).

The Delta Cross Channel, which began operating in 1950,
splits the Sacramento River flow near Walnut Grove causing
more young fish to be diverted into the central and southern
Delta than would have passed via Georgiania Slough alone
into these areas. Figure 5,3,4.3-7 shows the relationship
between Sacramento River flows and flows in the Delta Cross
Cnannel and Georgianna Slough (DWR,50). Even with the gates
closed, a certain amount of Sacramento River flow still
moves into the Mokelumne River and the interior Delta via
Georgianna Slough (see Figure 5.3.4.1-1)., At low flows, a
greater proportion of the Sacramento River flow moves
through the Cross Channel than at high flows. For example,
at Sacramento River flows of 4,000 cfs, about 3,200 cfs or
75 percent is diverted while at flows of 16,000 cfs in the
Sacramento River about 6,800 cfs or 42 percent is diverted
through the Cross Channel.

5-54

L



(126 :S¢ 'AlI'L) Wwalejp Ajueoyubls jou
ae suonenbe om) ayj ing voneledo ol wem dMS Jeie Apybys pebueyo yids mopg /1

(510 PUBSNOL}) U CJUSWIBIIES JB JaAY 0JUSWIEIORS Ul MO]4

8l o1 rl | ol 8 9 L4 2 0
t } ! } i 1 1 i 1 1 0
s B
-2
u
o
=
—¢ &
E
g
Q wn
2 wn
—g e C_J
—19
-
—8
(05°'dma wou)
JOAIY ojuswieloes ay) pue
[oUURYY) S5017) BYad "YBNo;S BuelfI08Y) U SMof) usamiaq sdiysuoneel jeapdwa Z-g'e's AUNDIA
e R R R R L R R e B e R -




The USFWS reported that one study showed the density of
salmon above the Cross Channel to be similar to density in
the Cross Channel iltself when the gates are open suggesting
that fish may be diverted in proportion to the flow split
(USFWS, 31,44). At lower river flows a greater relative
propertion of fish as well as water may therefore be
diverted.

If smolts enter the central Delta via Georgizna Slough or
the Cross Channel, they can still emigrate successfully by
moving down the Mokelumne River and turning west where it
Joins the San Joaquin River, then feollowing the 3an Joaquin
downstream (see Figure 5.3.4.1-1) (USFWS,31,49). However,
smolts migrating to the Bay via the interior Delta travel a
longer, more circuitous route and are exposed to increased
predation, higher temperatures, and many unscreened
agricultural diversions (USFWS,31,44). At the junction of
the Mokelumne and San Joaquin rivers they may also encounter
reverse flows moving southward toward the SWP and CVP
pumping plants (USFWS,31,44-.45),

Smolt survival, as measured by ocean Lag recoveries, was
negatively correlated with the percent of the Sacramento
River flow diverted through the Delta Cross Channel
(R=-.65,P<0.05) flow at Sacramento (USFWS,31,46) (see Figure
5.3.4.3-8). Evaluation of the survival of tagged smolts
shows that, with the Cross Channel gates open, smolts
released upstream of Walnut Grove survived approximately
half as well as smolts released below the Cross Channel in
three out of four years (See Table 5.3.4.3-3). Survival of
smolts released above the Cross Channel with the gates
closed (under low flow conditions and temperatures about
66° F) was about 68 percent greater than with the gates
open, When the gates weres closed, survival of fish released
above the Cross Channel was similar to that of fish released
below., Overall, these experiments showed that survival of
Sacramento Basin smolts is greatest when they are not
diverted intoc the Delta Cross Channel (T,XXXVI,152:10-
155:23).

Studies were also carried out on smolts released at various
locations in the central and southern Delta to test the
survival of fish diverted from the main river channels via:
(1) the Cross Channel; (2) export pumping from Old River; or
(3) reverse flows. Although the results of studies in the
central Delta are not as clear as those carried out in the
Sacramento River, fish released into the central Delta
exhibited somewhat lower survival in two out of thres years
compared to those migrating down the Sacramento River with
the Cross Channel closed (T,XXXVI,155:10-17)} (see Table
5.3.4,3-3 and Figure 5.3,4.3-8). Overzll, survival of
smolts released in 0ld River, where they would be subject to
export pumping, was generally lower then the cther groups
studied except in 1985 (USFWS,31,48-51;T,XXXVI, 155:1-23)
(see Table 5.3.4.3-3 and Figure 5.3.4.3-9).
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FIGURE 5.3.4.3-8 Delta smolt survival (based on ocean tag recoveries of marked salmon) versus percent
diverted off the Sacramento River into the Cross Channel and Georgiana Slough at Wainut Grove
during the time the marked fish were migrating downstream
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(USFWS, 31, 46)

R=~0.65 (P <0.05)

Percent of Sacramento River flow diverted
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TABLE 5.3.4.3-3 Survival of marked smolts released at different locations in the Delta

Survival Index to Chipps Island

RELEASE
LOCATION % River Gates Gates Below
Year Diverted Open Closed Gates
1983 23 - 1.06 (3) 1.33 {2)
(1) 1984 62 0.61 - 1.05
SAc:m;gmo 1985 65 0.34 . 0.77
1986 64 0.35 - 0.68
(Delta Cross Channasl) 1987 (0) 69 0.40 A 0.88
1987 (c) 29 - 0.67 0.85
Mean = 0.42 0.83 0.86

Survival Index to Chipps istand

Year North Fork South Fork Lower
CENTRAL DELTA (D }ggi 0.51 0.86 e
{Mokelumne River) 1985 0.28 0.23 -
1986 0.36 0-26 ]
Mean = 0.38 0.45

Survival Index to Chipps Istand

Year Lower (1) Upper (3) San Joaquin R.®)
Cld River Qld River below Old River
1982 - - 0.60
1983 0.33 - -
1884 0.18 - -
SOUTHERN DELTA 1985 0.21 0.62 0.59
1986 0.23 0.20 0.34
1987 - 0.16 0.82
Mean = 0.23 0.33 0.59

(1) from USFWS, 31, 48, Table 4-2
{2) values >1.0 suggest some sampling error and were reduced to 1.0 when calculating the mean
{3) from USFWS, 31, 70, Table 4-9
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Export pumping is a factor believed to contribute to reduced
smolt survival (USFWS,31,44-51). As discussed in Section
5.3.4, 1, export pumping in the spring frequently diverts the
entire San Joaquin River inflow via Old River and can also
reverse flows in the lower reaches of the San Joaquin, Old
and MIddle rivers downstream of the pumps. Even whien most
of the San Jecaquin River inflows were exported from 0ld
River, smolts generally survived better if they remained in
the main channel of the San Joaquin River (T,XXXVI,165:
17-23). To test this, groups of smolts were released in the
San Joaquin River below its junction with Old River and in
upper 01d River enrouts to the export pumps. Fish released
in the San Joaquin River downstream of its junction with 0ld
River had, on average, higher survival rates compared to
smolts released in Old River (T,XXXVI,165:7-23) where they
would be carried towards the export pumps (see Table 5.3,4.3-
3 and Figure 5.3.4.3-9). Of smolts released in upper Cld
River (upstream of the export pumps) in 1985, 1986 and 1987,
25 percent, T4 percent and 27 percent, respectively, turned
up at the pumping plant fish protective facilities compared
to 3 percent, 3 percent and 8 percent of smolts released in
the San Joaquin River below its junction with Old River

(T, XXXVIII,47:10-15;USFWS,31,70). However, recovery of
experimental smolts at Chipps Island is highest when smolts
remain in the main channels of the Sacramento and San
Joaquin Rivers (USFWS,3,45-49; Id.,74). Tagging studies
show that, even though all flows may be diverted through the
punping plants, some smolts are able to find their way to
Chipps Island (T,XXXVII,47:10-48:4).

Fry also rear in the Delta and, as was mentioned in Section
5.3.4.1, the 1978 Delta Plan provides for closure of the
Cross Channel gates when Sacramento River flows exceed
12,000 cfs between January 1 and April 15, Fry are mostly
present in the Delta from about January through April

(T, XXVI,169:8-10), with the highest abundance in the Delta
in February or March (USFWS,31,82).As inflows to the Delta
increase so do the number of fry.Also, their distribution
extends further downstream, sometimes as far as San
Franciseco Bay (T,XXXVI,169:13-18). 1In wet years USFWS
reported that fry survival in the central Delta was no
different than that in the north Delta, but in dry years it
wvas lower (USFWS,31,88). Ocean tag recoveries indicate that
survival of fry in the northern Delta is better than that of
fry released in the central Delta. Survival of Delta fry is
better than that of fry released in San Francisco Bay
(T,X0VI, 169:21-170:4), This evidence suggests that fry
survival is improved if they are kept out of the central
Delta in drier years but that their location in the Delta
makes little difference in wet years; furthermore, fry
carried into the Bay by very high flows may not survive
well,
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- Recommendations: Diversion of smolt or fry from their
historical migration route or nursery areas can reduce
survival. For optimal protection of fry rearing in the
Delta, the Cross Channel gates should remain closed
between January and fpril under below normal, dry, and
critical water year conditions. For optimal protection
of fall run smolt emigration, the Cross Channel gates
should remain closed from April 1 through June 30.

Problem 3: CVP and SWP export pumping from the Delta
decreases salmon survival.

USFWS presented evidence, described in the previcus section,
suggesting that smolts subjected to reverse flows associated
with export pumping do not survive as well as smolts which
are nct. Flows in the lower San Joaquin, 0ld and Middle
river typically reverse when Delta exports exceed Vernalis
inflows. In the 20 years, from 1968 to 1987, the mean April
through June exports exceeded mean Vernalis inflows 15 times
(see Figure 5.3.4,3=10)., TID/MID's model of factors
affecting salmon production also suggests that increasing
spring Delta exports contribute signifiecantly to decreases
in the magnitude of subsequent aduli escapement to the San
Joaquin Basin (TID/MID,2,1-<4). In addition to diverting
emigrating smolts from their normal migration routes, there
are direct losses of fish at the Delta pumping plants which
increase with increasing export rates (see Figure5.3.4.3-11)

Salmon losses and salvage values are influenced by the
timing, abundance and distribution of salmon in the Estuary,
hydrologic conditions and project operations (DFG,17,28;

T, BXVIT, 35: 11-15;T, XXKXVII, 124: 5-22), DFG testified that
losses reflect the amount of water going through the pumping
plants when fish are present in the Delta (T,X¥XVII, 38:
9-14). Monthly fish losses and salvage are highest during
April through June and lowest during July through September
(see Figure 4.5.1.2-3) (DFG,17,Appendix Table 4), There are
year to year shifts in the peak of emigration through the
Delta due to factors upstream of the Delta. In general,

3an Joaquin Basin amolts migrate somewhat earlier than
Sacramentc Basin smolts. Many Sacramento River Basin
hatchery smolts released upstream of the Delta reach the
Delta in June. Tagging studies show that Sacramento Basin
smolts are mostly entrained at the SWP facilities while San
Joaquin Basin smolts show up at the CVP fish screens

(USFWS, 31,53-55). The CVP exports averaged about 2,000~
3,000 cfs from the Delta during the spring in the 1950's
(see Figure 5.3.4.3-10). The WP began exporting from the
Delta in 1968, and, under the 1978 Delta Plan, combined CVP
and SWP exports during the spring smolt migration period
have increased to around 6,000 cfs (see Figure 5.3.4.3-10).
Wnile average salmon losses associated with CVP exports have
remained similar since 1968, average losses associated with
SAP operations have more than tripled since the 1978 Deita
Plan became effective (see Table 5.3.4.3-l).
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Table 5.3.4.3-U--Comparison of Mean Annual Estimated

Chinook Salmon Losses and Monthly Exports

at the CVP and SWP Fish Protection Facilities

1957-1986 (from DFG,17) and Mean Annuail

Exports in cfs {DWR,Dayflow)

Cvp SWP. Total
Mean Annual Mean Mean Annual Mean Mean Mean
1/ Salmon Annual Salmon Annual Total Total
Period Losses Exports Losses Exports Losses Exports
1957-1967 68,886 1,843 0 0 68,886 1,843
1968-1977 136,865 2,865 108, 540 1,592 345,405 4,446
1978-1986 129, 442 3,314 719,275 3,133 848,717 6,447

1/Beg:ms 1957 when fish losses calculated. Contra Costa Water District

exports not included in total
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The much higher losses at the SWP's Harvey 0. Banks Delta
Pumping Plant compared to the CVP's Tracy Pumping Plant may
be related to several factors. Forebay conditions,
ineluding the presence of predators, contribute to this
situation (DFG, 17, 16; DWR,560,2-3;DWR,560-6). Predation
losses for salmon in Clifton Court average 75 percent

(DFG, 17,17). Prescreening mortality for salmon was
estimated to average 75 percent at the SWP facilities as
compared to 15 percent at the CVP facilities (DFG, 17, 14;
T,XXXVII,38:4-8; T,XXXVII,35:22-36:8). The large increase
in losses at the SWP facilities suggest that as exports of
water from the Sacramento River Basin, which produces many
more salmon, have increased so has the quantity of fish
entrained, The USFWS testified that fish salvage
operational criteria in D-1485 may provide some protection
for fish at the CVP and WP pumping plants (T,XXXVI, 166:20-
21). However, according to DFG, these criteria preclude
the flexibility needed to alter operations in response to
yearly shifts in the timing of peak fish abundance

(T, XXXVIT, 134:1-19).,

DFG and MR entered into an agreement, which became
effective in 1986, for a program to offset losses of salmon,
steelhead, and striped bass at the Harvey 0. Banks Delta
Pumping Plant (DWR,569,1). According to the agreement,
habitat restoration and cother non-hatchery measures are to
be given priority, and special emphasis is to be given to
the San Joaquin River system for salmon habitat

(DWR, 560,6). No specific plans to reduce fish losses in
Clifton Court forebay are contained in this agreement

(DWR, 560,9) .

~ Recommendation: Salmon survival is reduced during export
of water from the Delta by the CVP and S4P. For optimal
protection of fall run smolts, no water should be exported
from the Delta by the CVP and SWP between April 1 and
June 30,

Problem 4: Water temperatures during the spring smolt
emigration pericd reach levels that cause stress to fish.

Water temperature is another factor identified as affecting
smolt survival in the Delta (see section 4.5.1.2). DWR's
consultant testified that since 1978, temperatures at
Sacramento have been two to three degrees centigrade (about
four to six degrees Farenheit) higher (T,XXVII, 157:11-15)}.
Consequently, smolts emigrating later in the season are
likely to suffer higher mortalities (T,XXXVII,226:15-20).
Sacramento Basin smolts would be affected, particularly
hatchery reared fish which are released late in the spring,
because the peak of emigration occurs scmewhat later than in
the 3an Joaquin Basin (T,XXXVII,215:17-22;T,X0NIT, 225: 23~
226:7; DFG,15,17-23;USFWS, 31,23). USFWS found that based on
ocean tag recoveries, smolt survival decreased as water
tanperatures increased (R=-0.86 P<0.01) (see Figure 5.3.4.
3-12). On the other hand, the survival index exceeded 50
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Delia Srn_olt Survival Index

FIGURE 5.3.4.3-12 helationship hetween mean water temperatures and
survival of marked smolts between Sacramento and Suisun Bay

{based on ocean recoveries) (from USFWS, 31, 43)
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percent when Sacramento River Lemperature at Freeport was
66°F or less (USFWS,31,43). Although temperature generally
decreases as flow increases, there is a large temperature
range at any given flow (T,XXVII,157:4-8). In May,
Sacramento River temperatures (at Freeport) are typically
less than 66°F at flows between 25,000-30,000 cfs. San
JoaquinRiver temperatures are generally less than 66°F
atVernalis flows of 5,000 cfs or more (DWR,562,54;

USFWS, 31, 148;DFG, 15,26). When Sacramentc River flows are
below 20,000 efs in June, the 5 day mean water temperature
exceeds 66F about half the time (T,XXXVII, 156:2U4-157:2).
By June temperatures do not drop below 66°F unless flows
are about 30,000-40,000 cfs at Freeport (DWR,562,55;
USFWS, 31, 148).

Laboratory studies have shown that a smolt's tolerance of
elevated temperatures is improved when food supply is
optimal (DWR,563,1-3). DWR's consultants testified that
DFG's records indicate that the abundance of Neomysis,

one of the primary foods of emigrating salmon

(T, XXVII, 207:23-25), has decreased significantly in the
last 20 years (T,XXVII,207:25-208:1) and that upstream and
estuarine food supplies may be poor. Taken together, these
conditions could aggravate the effects of higher
temperatures during emigration (T,XOVII,207:3-9).

-~ Recommendation: The recommended flows for optimal
protection of fall run smolts should significantly
decrease May and June water tamperatures in the
Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers.

Problem 5: Water quality conditicons may block upstream
migration in the San Joaquin River.

Within the Estuary, upstream migration of adult Chinock
salmon occurs year round., The largest numbers of adult
salmon are present in the Estuary from July through November
(T,XXVL, 171: 1-5) with the fall run predominating during
much of this pericd. The fall run, which migrates upstream
from July through November, is the only race in the S3an
Joaquin Basin, while the late-fzll, winter and spring runs
migrate to spawning grounds in the upper Sacramento Basin
from October to August (see Figure 4.5.1.2-1). As discussed
in Section 4.5.1.2, adults follow olfactory cues contained
in downstream flows of water from their homestream., The
1978 Delta Plan contained specific monthly Rio Vista flows
for salmon migration ranging from 1,000 to 5,000 cfs (see
Table 5.3.4.1=1). No minimum flows of homestream water have
been identified for successful upstream migration, though it
has been reported that salmon were able to migrate up the
San Joaquin River when flows past Stockton were as low as
500 efs (1978 Delta Plan draft EIR, p.III-80). It has been
found that temperatures of about 65 and DO levels below

5 mg/l in the fall have sometimes partially blocked adult
migration in the San Joaquin River near Stockton
(USFWS,31,94).
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To address this problem in the San Joaguin River, an
agreement was reached in 1969 among the USBR, DWR, and DFG
(an agreement still in effect although not incorporated into
the 1978 Delta Plan conditions) under which TWR monitors DO
levels in the San Joaquin River between Stockton and Turner
Cut (Stockton Ship Channel) during the fall migration. If
DO drops below 6 mg/l, a temporary rock barrier is installed
across the head of Qld River to incresase San Joaquin River
flows past Steckton thus improving DO levels (T,XXXViI,85:4-
22). Better treatment of cannery wastes since 1978
(reducing the biochemical oxygen demand) and improved flows
and water quality from New Melones Reservoir operations were
reported to have helped alleviate this problem
(USFWS,31,94). Since then, the 0ld River barrier has been
installed in the fall of 1979, 1981, 1984 and 1987 (H.
Prector ,DWR, pers.comm) .

- Recommendation: For the protection of adult Chinook
salmon migration in the Estuary, there should be
downstream flows in the Sacramento River equal to or
greater than those required under the 1978 Delta Plan for
salmon migration. Minimum flows in the San Joaquin River
past Stockton should be 500 cfs from July through
November for protection of fall run upstream migratiocn.
DO should not fall below 6 mg/l in the San Joaquin River
between Stockton and Turner Cut during these months.

Tne theoretical objectives which would provide optimal
protection for salmon in the Estuary are summarized in
Table 5.3.4.3-5.

5.3.5 Striped Bass

5.3.5.1

No Action Alternative:

Striped bass are ineluded specifically in the beneficial uses
protected under the Delta Plan (Table VI-1, pp. VI-31-33,35).
Included are specific electrical conductivity and flow
standards as well as certain operational constraints required of
the SWP and CVP. These standards evolved out of negotiations
conducted among DFG, DWR, USFWS, and USBR prior to the Delta
Plan hearing as part of a draft Four-Agency agreement; this
agreement was never implemented (OFG,25,133). These standards
have not accomplished the intended goal of maintaining the
actual Striped Bass Index (SBI) at a long-term average of 79
{the so called "Without Project" conditions). Based on a
mathematical relationship (predicted SBI; see below) developed
by DFG, the actual SBI under the Delta Plan (1979-1985) should
have averaged about 65 (corrected fram DFG,25, 134-136 after
consultation with DFG staff). In fact, during those years
(excluding 1986, in which the index reached predicted levels),
the actual SBI averaged 22.4, about one third of the predicted
SBI (corrected from DFG,25,136). In 1988, the actual SBI
reached an all-time low of 4.6,
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Table 5.3.4.3-5-=0Optimal Levels of Protection for Salmon

Time
Period

July 1-
November 30

July 1-
November 30

All Year

January-1
April-30

April-1
June-30

April-1
June-30

April-1
June=30

April-
June-30

Location

San Joaguin Rive
between Stockfton
and Turner Cut

Objective/Action

r  Mzintain DO Z
6 mg/1

San Joaguin River 500 cfs flow

at Stockion

Sacramento River

Delta Cross
Channel

Delta Cross
Channel

Sacramento R.
at Rio Vista

San Joaquin R.
at Vernalis

Delta pumping
plants

flows Z_Delta Plan

Close gates under below
normal, dry, and
critical water years
Close gates

22,500 cfs flow

20,00 cfs flow

No exports
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Use Protected

Adult Migration
(fall run)

{fall run)
(all runs)

Fry Rearing
(fall run)

Smolt Emigration
(fall run)

Smolt Emigration
(fall run)

Smolt Emigration
(fall run)

Emigration/
Rearing
(fall run)



The actual SBI is a value obtained after extensive field

sampling and measuring of larval striped bass each summer. This

value is a measure of the relative abundance of young striped
bass in the Estuary when their average length is 38 mm

(1.5 inches). It is called an index because it 1s a relative
value and is not directly translatable inte an absolute value
of the number of larvae in the Estuary. However, it is a
legitimate and relatively sensitive measure of the change in
abundance of larvae between years. The actual SBI tends to
underestimate the larval abundance in very high ocutflow years
{such as 1983) because many of the larvae are carried _
downstream beyond the DFG sampling stations. The actual SBI
has been measured every year since 1959, except 1966.

The actual SBI is not the only measurement of striped bass
populations. A variety of sampling programs are employed 1n
monitoring various components of the striped bass population
(Table 5.3.5.1-~1). While the decline rates and patterns may
vary somewhat, all programs measuring striped bass abundance
show large declines from the levels measured in the 1960's

(DFG, 25,6:25,9).
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1.

5.

Table 5.32.5. 1=1=-Methods to Assess Population
Levels of Striped Bass

ADULTS

Petersen Estimate--Mark and recapture method; 1969 to present; in Delta
and Sacramento River; statistical analysis of number of fish recaptured
which were marked in previous years,

Catech Per Unit Effort (CPUE) Index-~Index of population based on number of
fish caught per standardized unit of time; same locations as for Petersen
estimate; 1969 to present except 1977, 1978, and 1981; possibly more
reliable than Petersen estimate (DFG,25,Appendix 1).

Tag Returns—-1958 to present, except 1962-1964 and 1967-1968; analysis of
tags returned by fisherman; provides basis for comparison of fishing vs.
"natural™ mortality.

Party Boat Census--Annual reports submitted by party boat operators;
provides information on numbers of fish caught, number of angler-days, and
related information.

Creel Census--Informal surveys of shorelines, piers and private boats to
exanine catch rates, fish sizes and other information for other than party
boat operations; done sporadically, with reduced effort in recent years.

EGGS, LARVAE AND JUVENILES

1.

Petersen Fecundity Estimate--Annual since 1977; combines Petersen
population estimate with fecundity (egg number) data from Striped Bass
Health Monitoring Program, with certain correction factors (age and number
of fish spawning) to estimate total number of eggs produced.

CPUE Fecundity Index—-Uses same procedure as above except that uses catch
per unit effort (CPUE) index value for number of spawing females rather
than Petersen estimate.

Egg and Larva Survey--Area sampled variable but standardized in recent
years to Suisun Bay, central and western Delta, and Sacramento River to
Colusa; 1966-1973, 1975, 1977, 1984-1986; intensive sampling at 75
stations in spring to monitor number, growth, movement and mortality of
larvae up to about 14 mm in length; Sacramento River stations also monitor
egg abundance and movement.

Tow Net Survey--1959 to present except 1966; Delta and Suisun Bay;
biweekly sampling at 30-40 stations in summer until average length of
larvae exceeds 38 mm length; provides index of abundance (actual Striped
Bass Index, or SBI) and distributional information.

Midwater Trawl--Throughout Bay-Delta Estuary up to Rio Vista and Clifton
Court Forebay; 1967 to present except 1974 and 1979; typically monthly
tows between September and December at a variable number of stations;
gives measure of young-of-the-year abundance; more variable than 3BI.
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Table 5.3.5.1-1 (Continued)

RELATED SURVEYS

1.

Salvage Records--Provides numbers of fish salvaged from Xinner Fish
Protective Facility in Clifton Court Forebay; annual from about 1970 to
present; provides general estimate of population trends and densities
based on number salvaged over time.

Striped Bass Health Monitoring Program--1978 to present, not all years;
1984 to present under consistent format; analysis of tissues of 40
prespawning adult female fish from Rio Vista and Antioch; provides samples
for fecundity data.

Other--Various other special purpose studies which provide special
information on striped bass (Export Curtailment Study, gut content
analysis, spring die-off monitoring, etc.).
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5-3-5.2

There has been considerable confusion in the testimony
concerning whether the SBI in the Delta Plan has "worked" or
"failed." This is because the Delta Plan set standards based
on a predicted SBI, a mathematical formula based on the
relationship of the historical record of larval abundance
(actual SBI) to spring Delta outflow and exports. This

formula provided a prediction of what the 3SBI ought to be,
given certain flow and export conditions, and it was used to
develop the export and outflow standards in the Delta Plan.

The discrepancy between the actual and the predicted SBI is

the reason that socme participants stated that "the SBI has
failed"., However, the actual SBI has not failed. It continues
to provide a comparative measure among years. In faet, the
actual SBI simply reflects the fact that the Delta Plan
standards have been inadequate to maintain striped bass at 1975
levels, much less restore them to "without project" levels.

The actual SBI is the sum of two separate indices: The Suisun
Bay index and the Delta index (Table 5.3.5.1-2). Throughout
the 1960's, the Delta index has been the major contributor to
the overall actual SBI (Figure 5.3.5.1-1). Generally in the
1970's and 1980's the actual SBI declined, in large part
because of the decline in the Delta index (Figure 5.3.5.1-2).
As shown in Table 5.3.5.1-2, during the period 1959-1970
{except 1966) the Delta index was greater than 60 percent of
the total actual SBI in five of eleven years, and was less than
40 percent of the total actual SBI in only one year (1967). By
contrast, during the 18-year period 1971-1988, during which a
sigificant increase in Delta exports had occurred (see section
5.3.5.3)}, the Delta index was greater than 60 percent of the

total actual SBI in only two years (1977 and 1988, both

critically dry years with very low outflow and low SBI's), and
was less than 40 percent of the total actual 3BI in 12 of 18
years. For the ten-year period in which the Delta Plan
standards were in effect (1979-1988), the Delta index was
greater than 60 percent of the total actual SBI only in 1988,
and was less than Y40 percent in seven of the ten years. These
results indicate a substantial shift in the survival patterns
of striped bass larvae in recent years. The probable reasons
for this shift are discussed in Section 5.3.5.3.

Advocated Levels of Protection

The extensive testimony and exhibits presented on striped bass
emphasize the point that, despite years of study, there is no
consensus on the csuses of the striped bass decline. As a
result, two main and highly divergent approaches to the problem
evolved during Phase 1 of the hearing. These approaches may
be summarized as follows:
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® Retain Present Standards

Because there is no agreement on what to do about striped
bass, it was suggested that the present Delta Plan standards
be retained for the most part until "cause and effect"
relationships have been determined. This position was
advocated by SWC, DWR, and others (SWC, 203, 4;DWR,602,2).

SWC proposed five major hypotheses for the possible decline
of striped bass (SWC,203,22). Four of these involve the
effects of water export either directly or indirectly. The
SWC, among others, advocate an extensive series of
experiments to test these various hypotheses; but in the
meantime, the current standards should be retained except to
facilitate performing these tests. This approach is
discussed further in Section 5.3.5.3.

e Change the Delta Plan Standards to Attempt to Provide
Additional Protection

This position was advocated by DFG, USFWS, EDF and others.
The main argument here is that striped bass are not being
protected by the Delta Plan standards, and the population is
in serious decline. Therefore, scmething must be done now,
even if all the reasons for the decline are not known;
enough 1s known to at least proceed in some areas.

The major proposal for changed objectives was put forth by
DFG (DFG,64,6-12) with support from USFWS in their own
recommendations (USFWS,47,5-6). Both agencies called for
short-term measures, primarily in the form of greatly
increased outflow and changes in the operation of the Delta
Cross Channel gates. Long-term proposals included
recomendations for eliminating reverse flows in the 3an
Joaquin River by 1995, examination of new Delta water
transfer facilities, possible operational changes, and
evaluation of current research and monitoring programs
required by the Delta Plan (DFG, 64, 14-19).

The overall goal of DFG was to achieve an annual production
of young striped bass equal to a long-term average actual
SBI of 106, which they determined was the "historiecal level"
(DFG, 64,6). DFG believes this is not a reaslistic objective
in the near future (DFG,64,6) and cannot be achieved with
their present state of knowledge about striped bass
(T,LX,102:24=103:16). In fact, DFG estimated that their
inereased flow recommendations and other changes would, on
average, increase the SBI only to 28, which is six peints,
i.e., 25 percent, higher than the average of the 1979-1985
period (T,LX,102:3-21). The proposed flow objectives do not
call for increased flow beyond the levels presently required
under the Delta Plan for eritical years, or for dry years
following dry or critical years (DFG,64,6; T,LX,82:2-4).

No changes in exports are proposed except that a limit of
5,000 cfs total diversicns would be imposed in May and June,
rather than the present 6,000 cfs, when water is being
withdrawn from storage for export (DFG,25,7;T,LX,82:11-15).
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A larger percentage of total Delta inflow is exported under
low flow conditions in the Delta; this provision would
samewhat reduce impacts on striped bass larvae. [LFG also
proposed expansion of the provision for closure of the Delta
Cross Channel gates to include the ability to request
closures when the Delta Qutflow Index is less than 12,000
efs. Under the Delta Plan, LDFG can request closure of the
gates only when the Delta Outflow Index is greater than
12,000 efs. DFG did not recommend any change in the length
of the period during which such requests can be made (April
16=-May 31 in all years). All other Delta Plan standards
would remain in effect (DFG,25,7).

USFWS proposed flow objectives and operational changes
similar to IFG as short-term measures, as well as similar
long-term recomuendations, such as elimination of reverse
flows in the lower San Joaquin River (USFWS,47,5-0).
However, they also proposed that ocutflow be not less than
10,000 cfs during the May through July period "to keep
larvae and young-of-the-year [striped bass] in Suisun Bay
and maintain the null zone (spring-summer) no further
[upstream] than Honker Bay" (USFWS,47,5). This contradicts
their own recommendation in support of the Delta Plan flow
standards, per DFG, for critical years, and dry years
following dry or critical years. No testimony was presented
to resolve this contradiction.

EDF also proposed increased outflow standards (EDF,25). The
recommendations are similar to, and are based on DG
recommendations, but inelude a multiplier factor of 1.5 in
May, 1.0 in June, and 0.7 in July to the recommended May-
June flow increases to adjust for the greater densities of
eggs and larvae which are present in the earlier months
(T,LVII,78:21=79:4}. The recommended flow levels were
expected to provide survival approaching "without project®
levels. However, it was EDF's opinion that protection at
"historic levels" would require higher levels than those
recommended; EDF did not determine what those flow levels
might be (T,LVII,79:5-18). In some years, the recommended
flows would actually be greater than unimpaired flows
(T,LVII,80:7-81:5).

5.3.5.3 Optimal Levels of Protection

The striped bass problem in the Estuary is very complicated,
and there probably is no single answer to the problenm.

However, important steps could be taken to protect striped bass
that are not being employed at present. Therefore, the
recommendation by some participants that the present Delta Plan
standards remain in effect is rejected. The striped bass
population has declined too much (perhaps in excess of 70
percent since the 1950's) to take no definitive actions to
provide additional protection. None of the participants
disputed the fact that there is a problem with striped bass,
even if they differed on what course to take. The record low
1988 SBI of 4.6 further emphasizes the need to take irmediate
action. _

5-78




e B e B s TR e T i I e T

1

L

|

X 2

Changes in the Delta Plan are appropriate standards because
they are not doing what they were intended to do i.e., provide
reasonable protection for striped bass. This beneficial use is
rot being protected to the extent originally intended by the

. Board in the Delta Plan; therefore, steps must be taken to

provide additional protection. Certain steps have been
suggested which are not related to flow and salinity standards,
or which are intended to provide "equivalent protection" for
striped bass. In general, these proposed actions do not
provide equivalent protection or are not relevant to actions
included under this Plan. These alternative measures will be
discussed in individual sections below as appropriate.

In rejecting continuation of the current Delta Plan standards,
it is important to understand why those standards did not

work. Spring flow and export standards have not worked because
they were being applied to a situation in the Delta which was
significantly different from the one under which the data used
to develop the formulas for the predictive index were

obtained. The original relationship among the predictive SBI,
outflows and exports was based on data developed during the
period 1959=1970, During this periocd, exports in the spring
were primarily from the CVP, and certain major upstream storage
projects (Oroville and New Melones) had not been completed or
had not yet had a significant effect on the Delta. As shown in
Figure 5.3.5.3-1, total Delta exports (SWP,CVP,and CCC) were
relatively constant at about 3,500 efs during the April through
July period. However, during the 1971 through 1976 period,
when the decline in the Delta portion of the SBI began to
become apparent, total exports for the April through July
period increased to an average of 6,000 cfs. When Delta Plan
standards for striped bass were in effect (1979-1988), the
average April through July total exports were about 6,300 cfs,
or 80 percent higher than for the 1959-1970 pericd, and 45
percent higher than the 1959-1976 period (the pericd used for
development of the predicted SBI in the Delta Plan).

The relationship for the May through July periods, on which the
Delta Plan standards were set, shows a similar pattern.

Average May through July total Delta exports for the period
1959-1970 were about 3,700 efs. During the peried 1971-1976,
the average exports increased to 6,300 c¢fs. For the period
that the Delta Plan standards were in effect (1979-1988),
average May-July exports declined slightly from the 1971-1976
period to about 6,200 cfs, due to the export restrictions
imposed by the Delta Plan. This restriction represents less
than three percent reduction from the 1971-1976 period, when
the Delta index was declining. In effect, the Delta Plan
standards stabllized exports at post-1970 levels, but did
nothing to provide protection comparable to that found under
the original relationship from the 1959-1970 period. Under the
Delta Plan, average total Delta exports in the months of May,
June, and July are still 66 percent higher than the 1959-1970
pericd, and 34 percent higher than the 1959-1976 period (the
period used as the basis for the predictive index).
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The direct and indirect effects of these increased exporis have
most likely been the major factor in the recent decline of
striped bass. As noted above, four of the five hypotheses
proposed by the SWC are directly or indirectly related to flows
and exports. All the partlclpants acknowledge that exports and
their attendant effects on flows in the Delfa do have
deleterious effects on striped bass. Below are presented the
particular problems related to striped bass and the proposed
recommendations to provide them optimal protection. These
recomendations are summarized in Table 5.3.5.3-1. Acceptance
or rejection of the proposed objectives of the participants
will be discussed. As noted above, the proposal to retain the
current standards is rejected.

5-81



Time

TABLE 5- 3- 5. 3_1
OPTIMAL LEVELS OF PROTECTION FOR STRIPED BASS

Location

Recommendation

Protection

Bpril 1-=June 15
(all years)

April 15--July 31

(all years)

bpril 1==July 31
(all years)

April 1-May 31
(all years)

June 1-=June 30
(all years)

July 1-=July 31
(all years)

April 1-=July 31

(all years)

San Joaguin R.
Vernalis to
Antioch Bridge

Delta Cross
Channel gates

Statutory
Delta channels

Chipps Island

Chipps Island

Chipps Island

Vernalis

Maximum daily EC not to
exceed 0,3 mmhos/cm

Closed

No withdrawals or exports
(except for emergency)

Daily Delta outflow
at least 33,900cfs

Daily Delta outflow
at least 32,400 cfs

Daily Delta outflow
at least 29,100 ofs

San Joaquin River
component of Delta
outflow equal to or
greater than
proportion under
unimpaired flow
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Adult striped
bass migration
and spawning

Reduce trans-

‘location of eggs

and larvae

Reduce egg and
larva entrain-
ment

Move larvae to
Suisun Bay
nursery area
and kKeep null
zone at Honker
Bay or down-
stream

Move larvae to
Suisun Bay
nursery area
and keep null
zone at Honker
Bay or down-
stream

Move larvae to
Suisun Bay
nursery area
and keep null
zone at Honker
Bay or down-
stream

Maintain
positive down-
stream fiow in
all Delta
channels
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Problem 1: Adult Striped Bass Spawning is Affected by
Limitations on the Spawning Area.

DFG has testified that the formation of a salinity barrier
in the mainstem San Joaquin River above Venice Island

tends to restrict spawning runs and spawning activity in
that area (T,XLI,68:1-69:10). DFG also testified, and other
evidence shows, that historiecally striped bass did spawn
above the Delta in the San Joaquin River system. Striped
bass are not able, under Delta Plan standards, to fully use
the historical spawning habitat.

Qurrent Delta Plan standards provide for a maximum of 0.550
mmhos/cm EC at Prisoners Point, on the San Joaquin River
from April 1 to May 5. DFG data (DFG,25,44-46) (shows that
striped bass will not migrate through the eastern Delta into
areas where EC is greater than 0.55 mmhos/cm. In addition,
the majority of striped bass spawn in water with EC less
than 0.3 mmhos/cm. Thus, the Delta Plan standard
effectively blocks upstream migration of striped bass in the
San Joaquin River beyond Prisoners Point in drier years, and
may have an impact on spawning as well. The short period of
time (35 days) which is covered by the Delta Plan standards
may also be inadequate to provide full use of the San
Joaquin River migration and spawning habitat.

There are two aspects to the solution of this problem:
Sufficient flows must be provided to break up this salinity
barrier, and water quality in the San Joaquin River must be
appropriate to promote migration and spawning upstreanm,
Both can be accomplished by providing water of sufficient
quality and quantity at Vernalis, provided that exports are
not too large to prevent adequate flow down the mainstem
San Joaquin River below Mossdale, and that the protection
period is of sufficient length to utilize the habitat fully.

None of the participants proposed any objectives to solve
this problem, other than general proposals for greatly
increased outflows for striped bass larvae. However, since
San Joaquin River flows were not stipulated in these
recommendations, it is assumed that this problem was not
being specifically addressed.

Based on evidence received, there appears to be no
particular problem for adult striped bass, relative to
habitat, in the Sacramento River, or to temperature regimes
in either the Sacramento or San Joaquin rivers, since
spawning tends to be initiated by increasing temperatures.
The effects of warmer water in recent years is discussed
below in relation to periods of time in which the objectives
should apply.

- Recommendation 1: Electrical conductivity in the
mainstem San Joaquin River from Vernalis downstream to
the Antioch Bridge should not exceed a daily maximum of
0.300 mmhos/cm from April 1 to June 15 in all water year
types.
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Problem 2: Eggs and Larvae are Translocated into the
Central Delta through the Delta Cross Channel and
Georgiana Slough.

Eggs and small larvae of striped bass are carried
passively down the Sacramento River and are transported
into the central Delta through the Delta Cross Channel
and Georgiana Slough. Translocation to the central Delta
exposes the eggs and larvae to increased mortality
(DFG,25,54). The Delta areaz is less suitable as a
nursery habitat than the Suisun Bay area. Screening is
not effective for these small eggs and larvae.

Existing Delta Plan standards call for closing of the
Delta Cross Channel gates when the Delta outflow index
(DCI) is above 12,000 cfs, but various conditions apply:
DFG must request a closure, the potential closure pericd
is only from April 16 through May 31, the maximum number
of days available for closure within this period is 20,
and no more than two out of four days may be

consecutive. DFG has proposed expanding this standard to
include closure when the DOI is less than 12,000 cfs, but
for only a total of ten days in the period, and no more
than one day out of four. Closure periods should be
determined by real-time monitoring (DFG,64,7). The USFWS
called for closure of the Delta Cross Channel gates and
for modification of export operations "when densities

[of eggs and larvae] are high" (USFWS,47,5). This
recomendation is broader than the LCFG recommendation, in
that it appears to allow for more flexibility in the
closure period to accommodate differences between years
in striped bass spawning, but "high densities" is
undefined. Neither recommendation provides optimal
protection, however, since neither seeks to isolate
Sacramento River eggs and larvae from the central Delta

entirely.

Georgiana Slough has no gates on it at present.

Georgiana Slough intercepts little more than about 13
percent of the Sacramento River flow at Freeport (DAYFLOW
documentation). Given the other recommendations proposed
below to enhance downstream flows in the central Delta,
no recommendation for protection of striped bass passing
into Georgiana Slough appears to be warranted. However,
losses through the Delta Cross Channel are larger, and
protection can be provided with present facilities. In
the absence of proven technology to provide real time
monitoring, and because of the need to provide full
protection, the following recommendation is made.

~ Recommendation 2: The Delta Cross Channel gates
should remain closed for the periocd April 15 through
July 31 in all water year types.
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The above sets of recommendations are all inadequate
to protect striped bass eggs and larvae fully because
nocne provide flows sufficient to move all larvae out
of the central Delta into 3uisun Bay nursery areas in
all year types. In addition, none call for curtailment
of exports to reduce reverse flows and entrainment.

On the other hand, the EDF, recommendation for 38,000
cf’s seems excessive since DFG believes that 33,900 ofs
will move 100 percent of the eggs and larvae past
Collinsville. Since no recommendations for April
flows were received, the DFG standard will be applied
to April as well as May. April standards are needed
because significant spawning occurs in the Delta in
April, and these eggs and larvae also require
protection.

The ocutflow recommendations proposed will still not
assure positive downstream flows in all Delta
channels. In particular, exports from the Delta by
the SWP and CVP can induce reverse flows in 0ld and
Middle rivers. Eggs and larvae in the central Delta
can be drawn into these channels and entrained in the
export facilities and agricultural diversions, or be
carried to areas of the Delta which are unsuited for
their survival. In addition, if, as a result of
removal of the salinity barrier on the San Joaquin
River, spawning returns to the area around and above
Vernalis, eggs and larvae produced upstream will be
pulled into Old River and entrained into the export
facilities. These factors represent additional
mortality for young striped bass.

Based on the above discussion, a series of
reccmmendations to address these interrelated problems
are proposed:

To prevent entrainment of striped bass eggs and larvae
in municipal, industrial, and agricultural diversions
and export facilities in the Delta:

Recommendation 3-1: No withdrawals or exports of
water from the statutory Delta for any purposes cther

. than for emergency conditions should be permitted for

the peried April 1 through July 31 in any water year
type.

To assure movement of striped bass eggs and larvae
into the Suisun Bay nursery area and to keep the
entrapment zone west of Collinsville:

Recommendation 3-2: Daily Delta outflow should be no
less than the following in all water year types:

April 1 through May 31--—=—-==—===33,000 cfs
Junie 1 through June 30=———e———mam- 32,400 cfs
July 1 through July 31 29,100 efs
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Problem 3: Striped Bass Eggs and Larvae in the
Central Delta are Lost in Large Numbers.,

Considerable evidence has been presented by DFG and
USBR, among others, to demonstrate that the central
Delta is not an appropriate enviromment for survival
of eggs and larvae of striped bass. The primary
causes of these losses are entraimment in agricultural
diversions, export facilities and M&I intakes. 1In
addition, the reverse flows and longer residence times
induced by the export pumps result in increased
starvation of and predation on eggs and larvae. Flows
are required to move the eggs and larvae down stream
of Collinsville on the Sacramento River and into the
Suisun Bay nursery area. Calculations developed by
DFG (DFG,64,8) based on egg and larva sampling
programs have determined that a Delta outflow of
33,900 ofs in May will move 100 percent of six mm
striped bass larvae into the Estuary west of
Collinsville. Equal protection in June would require
32,400 cfs, and in July (for seven mm fish, the
smallest size class still present in that month)
29,100 cfs. The exhibit does not specify what export
levels were present when the data to develop these
calculations were collected. Nor does the exhiblt
present any indication of how the flow should be
proportioned between the Sacramento and San Joaquin
rivers. Despite evidence that spawning in the central
Delta and the San Joaquin River occurs in April
(DFG,64,9), no flow requirements or recommendations
were presented for the month of April.

USFWS recommendations (USFWS,47,5) basically support
those of IFG, but also recommend that Delta outflow be
not less than 10,000 ¢fs during the May through July
pericd, and that reverse flows be eliminated in the
lower San Joaquin River at Jersey Point. No
recommendations for Delta outflow in fpril, for
required flows in the San Joaquin River, or for
elimination of reverse flows in Old and Middle rivers
were presented.

As discussed above (see section 5,3.5.2), EDF proposed
Delta outflows based on the DFG data but weighted for
the abundance of larvae in different months (more
larvae present in May, fewer in July). EDF Exhibit 25
calls for flows of 38,000 for the period May 6 through
May 31 in wet years, decreasing to 21,000 efs in
critical years. Lesser flows are proposed for the
months of June and July. As with DFG and USEWS, no
flow is apportioned to the San Joaquin River.
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To assure that positive downstream flows are
maintained in all Delta channels and to move eggs and
larvae downstream from the San Joaquin River system:

Recommendation 3-3: The contribution of the 3San
Joaquin River to the total Delta outflow should be at
least equal to that proportion of flow which would be
present under unimpaired flow conditions.

Problem 4: Disruptions of the Striped Bass Food Chain
have occurred

Striped bass may be starving because of loss of food
from the central Delta. DFG presented evidence to
indicate that zcoplankton are becoming depleted, or
the species composition of zooplankton has changed in
the central Delta. This may have detrimental effects
on striped hass when they first begin feeding

(DFG, 25,95-102).

Reccmmendation 4: The above recommendations to
maintain downstream flows in all Delta channels and
to move the larvae rapidly into the Suisun Bay nursery
area, where food of the appropriate species
composition is available and more plentiful, should
provide appropriate resolution of this problem.
Should the other recommendations not be fully
implemented such that the zooplankton food problem
needs to be addressed, separate recommendations will
be developed at that time. However, for the present,
ne recommendation for the protection of striped bass
food supply is made.

Problem 5: Pollutant Burdens

Adult striped bass are burdened with a2 variety of
pollutants which may affect their survival and
reproductive potential. DFG and other participants
have introduced evidence to indicate that adult
striped bass are burdened with various organic and
inorganic pollutants, which may affect their survival
and their ability to reproduce, particularly through
resorption of eggs in the ovaries. In addition,
certain of these contaminants may pose a health risk
to humans if striped bass are consumed too often. DFG
fishing regulations include a precaution against
consumption of too much striped bass because of
mercury levels in their flesh.

Recommendation 5:

This subject is not directly relevant to Water Quality
Control Plan standards. Actions proposed in the
Pollutant Policy Document may have beneficial effects
for striped bass. Other related recommendations are
discussed in Chapter 8.
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Problem 6: Attraction to Effluents

Evidence presented by DFG indicates that some

striped bass may be attracted to certain components of
industrial effluent streams and suffer deterioration
and starvation, Laboratory tests indicate that the
fish are attracted even when these chemicals are
extremely diluted. The fish tend to remain in the
effluent streams even though little or no food is
available, and they undergo fin rot.

Recommendation 6: Additional study of this phenomenon
is warranted (see Chapter 8). Actions proposed in

the Pollutant Policy Document may also have beneficial
effects for striped bass.

Qther Problems and Considerations

The above recommendations represent those levels of
flow, salinity, and operaticnal constraints which
will, in theory, provide optimal protection for the
striped bass beneficial use., Certain aspects of the
problem of the decline of striped bass, such as
pollutants, the Suisun Bay spring die-off, and effects
of upstream diversions on survival of eggs and larvae,
are beyond the scope of this Plan, in that they are
not directly related to flow and salinity
considerations in the Estuary.

Hatcheries

Certain other corrective or mitigative measures, such
as hatcheries or grow=out facilities for fish salvaged
at the export pumps, may be capable of providing some
protection for striped bass. The question of hatchery
production should not be considered at this time.
Although there has been scme recent success in
producing striped bass in the hatchery, the fate of
those fish in the Estuary (and ocean) and their
recruitment to the fishery have not yet been
determined. In addition, and most critically,even if
some hatchery fish are recruited to the fishery and
produce viable eggs and larvae, the purpose of that
recruitment is lost if those eggs and larvae are
subsequently lost to the fishery because of the
various problems discussed above. Likewise, the
question of other facilities cannot be addressed at
this time, since no specific facilities have been
proposed.
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- Relationship of Recommended Cutflows to Unimpaired
Delta Cutflow

The Delta outflow recommendations proposed in
Recommendation 5 above are as follows: 33,900 for
April 1 through May 31; 32,400 for June 1 through June
30; and 29,100 for July 1 through July 31 in all
years. Based on data developed for SWRCB exhibits,
for unimpaired flow at Chipps Island for the years
1922-1978, the objective will be met with unimpaired
flows as shown below:

Year Type April May June July
Wet A A A 3
Above Normal A A M N
Below Normal A A S N
Dry M N N N
Critical 3 N N N

recommended flow level met in all years

recommended flow level met on average; met in most years
recommended flow level met in some years; not met on average
recomuended flow level net met in any year

nnup

5.3.6 American Shad--Protection of Beneficial Uses

5.3.6.1

5.3.6.2

No fAction Alternative

Under the Delta Plan there are essentially no standards to
protect American shad. While the impacts of the Delta Plan on
shad could not be quantified, it noted that the recommended
plan for striped bass protection was expected to provide shad
protection as well in wet, above normal, and dry water years,
with a "definite lessening of protection” in critical years
(Plan,V-39,VI-9).

The only specific standards for shad proposed in the Delta

Plan (Table VI-1, pg.VI-35) concerned operation of the CVP's
Tracy Fish Protective Facility. Certain secondary velocities
and bypass ratios are required "to the extent possible" between
June 1 and August 31 to increase screening efficiency for shad
and other species. However, these standards are to be met "to
the extent that they are compatible with export rates." Thus,
shad protection is inecidental to the operation of the CVP
export pumps., There are no standards addressing shad for the
SWP pumps.

Advocate Recommended Levels of Protection:

® WACOC
WACCC recommended continuing the current practice of
relating flow requirements for the protection of fish and

wildlife to the variation of each year's runcff and storage
conditions. Specifically, flow requirements "should be
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relaxed proportionately in the drier years to meet the
reascnable beneficial needs of people, while maintaining
reasonable minimum water quality standards for fish and

wildlife"™ (WACOC,4,8).
BISF/SCLDF

BISF and SCLDF discussed three "perturbations" and resulting
adverse effects on shad (BISF-SCLDF, Brief,57-58). These
perturbations were: reduced river flow, reduced food supply
for young fish, and losses of fish entrained in water
diversions. General statements on corrective measures were
presented, but no specific objectives were proposed.

DFG

DFG discussed the present level of knowledge about shad
(DFG,23). They made no specific recommendations for
protection of shad (DFG,64,12) because they believe the
recommendations for protection of striped bass will provide
benefits to American shad as well (see discussion of striped
bass recommendations in Section 5.3.5.3).

USFWS

USFWS proposed an overall goal of increasing young-of-the-
year (YOY) production of shad. Two main mechanisms
("objectives") were proposed to accomplish this goal. The
first is to increase Delta inflow from April to June
according to striped bass and salmon flow needs. Though
unstated, USFWS appears to support DFG's basic determination
that recommended flows for salmon and striped bass will
benefit shad as well. The second objective is to reduce
fish translocations from the Sacramento River into the
central Delta during July to September. This reduction
would make the larvae less susceptible to entrainment in all
Delta water diversion facilities, and specifically would
reduce entrainment at CVP and SWP facilities. A variety of
implementation measures are proposed (USFWS,47,6).

5.3.6.3 Optimal Levels of Protection:

g e e pEn Sew e

"

The testimony and exhibits indicate that current standards do
not fully protect American shad. Evidence for this conelusion
comes from several areas:

¢ The abundance of adult shad appears to have declined from
levels early in this century, and more specifically from
about 1945 on, although specific population measurements
from those years are not available
(DFG, 23, 1;DFG, 23, 163 T, XXXI X, 13: 15-17).

e The range of spawning runs has declined, particularly in the
San Joaquin River system, where runs in both the mainstem
San Joaquin and its tributaries used to occur (DFG,23,2;

T, XX, 14:5=-11;31:5-11;47:7-25).
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e Up to 4.4 million shad have been salvaged annually at the
CVP and SWP export pumps, and about half of those salvaged
do not survive; many more larvae and small fish are
entrained and lost (DFG,23,20-22;T,XXTX, 17:4-18:4).

e Evidence was presented to indicate that a variety of factors
may be involved in the current limited protection for
shad, Each factor will be discussed in turn, followed by
recommendations for optimal protection. The recommendations
for optimal levels of protection are summarized in Table
5.3.6.3-1.

- Problem 1: Effects of Decreased River Flows on Spawning
Runs.

Decreased flows in the Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers and
their tributary streams have reduced spawning runs cor have
limited the dispersion of adult shad into tributary streams
(DFG, 24, 4;DFG, 23; T, XXXIX, 14: 12-22;16: 14-18531:5-9; 33:12-
34:14). According to DFG testimony, actual inflow to the
Delta in the spring was 32 to 66 percent less than would
have been available under unimpaired inflows for the years
1978-1982 (DFG,23,24). USFWS (USFWS,47,6) has recommended
that Delta inflow should be increased in the April-June
period according to levels demeonstrated by DFG to have
pesitive effects on shad YOY production. DFG's data
(DFG,23,19) are shown in Figure 4.5.1.4-1. This
relationship appears to have a decided break near the 20,000
efs level; above this level of Delta inflow the relationship
between YOY shad abundance and inflow dces not appear to be
statistically significant. However, since spawning
continues into early July, the period of protection should
extend beyond that recommended by USFWS (T,XXXTX, 14:23-24).

-~ Recommendation 1

Total daily Delta inflow in all year types should be a
minimum of 20,000 eofs from April 15 to July 15. The
contribution of the 3an Joagquin River to total Delta inflow
should be at least equal to that proportion of flow which
would be present under unimpzired flow conditions.

- Problem 2-=Effects of Flow on Larval and YOY Shad.

Variations in flows in the Sacramente and San Joaquin rivers
and their tributaries may affect the distribution and
outmigration of larval and YOY American shad (DFG, 23, 103
T,000X,16:4-11;16:23-17:3). Lower flows may concentrate
the larvae in limited areas, resulting in depletion of the
food supply. Lower flows also lengthen the time required
for larvae to get to suitable nursery habitat (DFG,23,23).
Appropriate flows are required to disperse and transpert the
eggs, larvae and YOY down the tributary streams and through
the Delta. Scme young shad do not migrate through the Delta
immediately but remain in summer nursery areas in the
Sacramentoc and Feather rivers and the southern Delta. These
shad begin their outmigration through the Delta later in the
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TABLE 5- 3- 6- 3—1 _
OPTIMAL LEVEL COF PROTECTION FOR
AMERICAN SHAD

Location

Recommendation

Protection

bpril 15--July 15
(all years)

May 1-=November 30

May 1«=November 30
(all years)

May 1--November 30
(all years)

Delta

Minimum daily total Delta

inflow efs. San Joaquin R.
component at least equal to
propertion of total inflow

present under unimpaired flow

Delta

Delta Cross
Channel Gates

Statutory
Delta Channels
& WP, CVP, CCC

Same as Above

Closed

No withdrawals or exports
(except for emergencies)

Adult shad
migration and
spawning habitat

Egg and larval
outmigration,
nursery habitat,
zooplankton

Reduce trans-—
loccation of eggs
and larvae

Reduce egg,
larval and YOY
entraimment

—
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year and continue to do so at least through November
(DFG, 23, 10~11), Flows are required to facilitate this late
outmigration as well as the spring and early summer
outmigration (May to July). In order to restore runs in the
San Joaquin River and its tributaries, total Delta inflow
should be divided between the Sacramento River and the San
Joaquin River in proportion to what would be present under
unimpaired flow conditions. '

Recommendation 2

Total daily Delta inflow in all water year types should not
be less than 20,000 cfs from May 1 to November 30. The
contribution of the San Joaquin River to total Delta inflow
should be at least equal to that proportion of flow which
would be present under unimpaired flow conditions.

Problem 3--Losses of Larval and YOY Shad to Diversions and
Exports,

Shad larvae and YOY are subject to mortality from diversions
and export facilities in the Delta. ©Shad originating in the
Sacramento River system may be translocated intc the central
Delta, resulting in entraimment in loeal agricultural
diversions (DFG,23,20;DFG,23,25) which are for the most part
unscreened (T,XXIX,17:9-10). These shad, plus those
originating in the Deélta or the San Joaquin River system,
are also subject to entraimment at the CVP and SWP pumps
(DFG, 23, 8-11;DFG, 23,20-21). Although the export facilities
have screens, they are ineffective for eggs and small
larvae, and larger fish are subject to as much as 50 percent
nandling mortality because of their fragility (DFG,23,20-
22;T, XTX, 17:11-18: 4).,

Based on these findings, a series of recommendations is
presented as follows:

To reduce translocation of shad eggs, larvae and YOY into
the central Delta:

Recommendation 3-1

The Delta Cross Channel gates should be closed from May 1 to
November 30 in all water year types.

To reduce entraimment of shad eggs, larvae and YOY into
municipal, industrial and agricultural diversions in the
Delta and into the export pumps.

Recommendation 3-2

No withdrawals or exports of water from the statutory Delta

for any purpose other than emergencies should be permitted
from May 1 to November 30 in all water year types.
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Problem 4--Disruption of Larval Shad Foed Chain.

Abundance of larval shad may be reduced because zooplankton
on which they feed are reduced. This reduction in
zooplankton abundance may result from direct entraimment in
water diversion facilities, or from high net flows in Delta
channels, due to export pumping, which provide a less stable
enviromment for zooplankton, (T,XXXIX,18:6-18). The
combination of the proposed recommendations and those
proposed for protection of other beneficial uses in the
Delta and Suisun Bay should provide adequate protection for
the shad food chain. Should the proposed measures be
determined to not provide adequate protection, separate
recomendations specific to zooplankton will be addressed at
that time. However, for the present, no recommendation for
the protection of the American shad food chain is proposed.

Prcblem 5--Loss Measurement and Mitigation.

At present, AMmerican shad losses at the SAP export pumps are
not covered under the Two-Agency Fish Mitigation Agreement,
and there is no agreement for mitigation of losses at the
CVP pumps (T,XXXIX,32:24-33:9), In addition, no evaluations
of screening efficiency for American shad have been made
(DFG,23,20). These factors will be discussed furtner in
Chapter 8.

When combined, recommendations 1 and 2 above require daily
total Delta inflow to be at least 20,000 cfs from April 15
to November 30 in all year types, with proportions of San
Joaquin River flow the same as would be present under
unimpaired flow conditions. The approximate amount of San
Joaguin River flow required in the April-November period in
different year types, and the probability of meeting those
flows under unimpaired flow conditions, are sumarized in

Tables 5.3.6.3-2--5.3.6.3-4.

Table 5.3.6.3=2 is derived from data used to prepare SVRCB
Exhibit 110, and it indicates the average percent of total
inflow in the Delta which would originate from the San
Joaquin River under unimpaired flow conditions. Table
5.3.6.3-3 converts the percentages to recommended {low
values by multiplying each percentage by 20,000 cfs, the
recommended level of total Delta inflow. Table 5,3.6.3~4
indicates the unipaired flow at Vernalis (based on model
results used in SWRCB Exhibit 110) and indicates the
probability of meeting the recommended level of San Joaquin

River inflow.
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TABLE 5.3.8.3-2 SAN JOAQUIN RIVER - PERCENT OF TOTAL DELTA INFLOW
(UNIMPAIRED FLOW CONDITIONS; 1922 - 1978)

YEAR . # OF
TYPE APR MAY JUN JuL AUG  SEPT ocT NOV  YEARS

WET 20 34 45 43 2 12 6 8 15

AB NRML 24 38 46 39 18 8 9 11 12
BL NRNL 21 32 39 26 10 8 8 10 14
DRY 22 38 36 21 9 6 7 13 6
CRITICAL 27 35 29 13 7 7 10 9 10

TABLE 5.3.6.3-3 FLOW REQUIRED AT VERNALIS (IN CFS) TO MEET RECOMMENDED
PERCENT OF 20,000 CFS TOTAL DELTA INFLOW

YEAR .
TYPE APR MAY JUN JuL AUG SEPT ocT NOV
WET 4084 6826 8936  B6S7 4773 2468 1194 1606

AB NRML 4769 7511 74 7710 3562 1578 1800 2181
BL NRML 4220 6418 7724 5280 2031 1582 1582 2026

DRY 4500 7506 7249 4112 1727 1260 1420 2523
CRITICAL 5356 6975 5825 2540 1400 1432 1920 1869

TABLE 5.3.56.3-4 ESTIMATED UNIMPAIRED FLOW AT VERNALIS (IN CFS) AND PROBABILITY
OF MEETING RECOMMENDED FLOW UNDER UNIMPAIRED CONDITIONS

YEAR
TYPE APR MAY JUN JuL AUG SEPT ocT NOV
WET 21012 37369 33876 12847 3014 1249 509 1818
A A A A s N N N
. AB NRML 18861 28015 20695 6604 1515 568 an 1928
A A A s N N S s
©BL NRML 12889 19490 15059 3861 815 356 752 3134
A A M s N N $ M
DRY 10499 16214 9373 1992 556 449 607 2828
A A M N N N N M
CRITICAL 8823 9773 - 4676 966 465 537 963 1021
M M S N N 5 S §

MET IN ALL YEARS

MET ON AVERAGE; MET IN MOST YEARS

MET IN SOME YEARS; NOT MET ON AVERAGE
NOT MET IN ANY YEAR

numuit

A
M
S
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L
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5.3.7 Suisun Marsh Wildlife Habitat Beneficial Use Alternative
5.3.7.1 No Action Alternative

Absent any other action by the Board, operators of the SWP
(DWR) and the CVP (USBR) will continue to be bound to meet the
wildlife protection terms of the Delta Plan. These terms
include measures to meet or exceed certain standards for water
quality in the channels of the Delta and Suisun Marsh

(SWRCB, 1978,22). The terms for protection of wildlife were
unchanged by the 1985 amendments, except for some changes in
monitoring locations, and time for implementation. The
original terms required permittees DWR and USBR, in cooperation
with other agencies, to develop by July 1, 1979, a plan for
protection of the Suisun Marsh (Marsh Plan). This Marsh Plan
together with EIR/EIS documentation, was to provide a
monitoring network, construction of physical facilities,
operation and management procedures for the facilities and
assurances by land managers to maintain the Marsh as a brackish
water wetland (SWRCB, 1978,26). The permittees were required to
manage the Marsh to produce high quality feed and habitat for
waterfowl and other wildlife and to implement the Marsh Plan
for full protection of the Marsh by October 1, 1984

(SWRCB, 1978,26-27). Subsequent extensions of time and
modifications to monitoring locations were granted by the Board
(DWR, 505) .

In the event the Board takes no action, the terms of the Delta
Plan, as extended in 1985, remain in effect. These terms
provide interim partial protection to Suisun Marsh wildlife in
the managed wetland area as well as in part of the natural
tidal brackish water marsh area {(SWRCB,14,VII-4).

Approximately 40 percent of the 10,000 acres of unmanaged tidal
brackish marshes around Suisun Bay were originally protected by
the Delta Plan BCDC,5, 12;BAAC, 4;USFWS, 17; 18;19;20).

5.3.7.2 . Advocated Levels of Protection
o DWR, USBR, DFG, SRCD--Four Party Agreement

At the Phase I of the hearing that addressing wildlife,

DWR provided testimony and exhibits describing the measures
agreed upon by DWR, USBR, DFG and SRCD (hereafter referred
to as Four Parties) to meet the the Delta Plan requirements
(DWR,503; 50U4; 5064; S06B; S507A; 507B; 508A; 508B; 509; 510;
511; 5123 513; 514; 517 A-B; 518; 519; 520 & 521). The
measures included a Suisun Marsh Preservation Agreement, a
Mitigation Agreement, a Monitoring Agreement, and a Plan of
Protection for the Suisun Marsh.

There are differences between standards set in the Delta
Plan and its extension (used herein as the No Action
Alternative) and those agreed upon by the Four Parties.
Principal differences are the addition of a dry year
modification of water quality standards in the Suisun Marsh,
changes in the Chipps Island EC standard and a lower minimum
mean monthly Delta Outflow Index (DWR,506(B),5). The
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monitoring requirements in the Delta Plan for the Suisun
Marsh (Terms 4 and 5) are silent on rare, threatened, or
endangered species, although by inference the plan of
protection (Marsh Plan) required in Order term 7(a) is
intended to ensure protection of all Marsh wildlife. The
monitoring agreement developed by the permittees calls for
census and surveys of only the salt marsh harvest mouse, and
these would only be done if changes in the general plant
community are found (DWR,508 B,3). There are no provisions
for monitoring other threatened or endangered plants or
animals. The Board has not yet found that the plan of
protection, which was required under the Delta Plan and
prepared by DWR, DFG and USBR (DWR,511) is fully consistent
with Term 7(a) of the Delta Plan., According to testimony,
the Four Parties have an agreement to implement the plan of
protection they have developed (T,XXIX,27,7-23), including
the monitoring. The agreement binds the parties to petition
the Board to find that the actions are appropriate to
protect the Marsh and to substitute the proposed standards
for Delta Plan standards (DWR 506A,14,15). There is nothing
in the agreement which requires it to be approved by the
Board. Thus, in the event of no action by the Board, the
parties to the agreement would be obligated to continue to
operate their projects under the D-1485 amended standards.
These call for standards to be met at some locations on
October 1, 1988; in the northwestern Suisun Marsh on October
1, 1991; in the southwestern Marsh on October 1, 1993; and
in Suisun Slough at Volanti Slough and at Chipps Island and
Van Sickle Island waterfowl management area water supply
intakes on QOctober 1, 1997 (DWR,505,1-2).

BCDC

Experts testifying on benalf of BCDC proposed that the Board
revoke its decision of December 5, 1985 amending the
standards compliance schedule in the Delta Plan and changing
the locations (BCDC,5,31;T,XX1X,238:22-25). The BCDC
testimony also proposed an additional standard to protect
tidal marshes adjacent to Suisun Bay (BCDC,5, T4;T,XXIX,23G:
25-240:2). It is BCDC's position that the Board's 1985
amendments to the Delta Plan reduced protection for
unmanaged tidal marshes as well as delaying the
implementation of measures to protect water quality and
beneficial uses in the managed wetlands of the Suisun Marsh
(BCDC, 5,5) .

BAAC

BAAC recommended a flow and salinity standard which provides
greater protection for brackish water tidal marshes than
does the Delta Plan (T,X¥X,52:6-22). In additionm,
recommended salinity standards for water quality in tidal
marshes (levels not specified) be set for summer rather than
ending in May (T,XXX,54:10-21). The position of BAAC was
that the brackish water marshes have already been degraded
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and they would like to see them improved and restored more
toward their natural condition, which would require more
stringent salinity standards (T,XXX,94:20-95:2), The BAAC
testimony did not explicitly state what those freshwater
flows or what salinity standards should be to adequately
approach natural conditions.

e PRBO

PRBO advocated freshwater ocutflow through the Golden Gate

as a means to provide a food supply to seabirds ten to 15
miles away in the Farallones Naticonal Marine Life Refuge
(T,LIV,140:6-143:8). The San Francisco Bay plume of
freshwater is an important foraging area in April and May
(T,LIV, 145:10-12,21-24) . The salinity differential and
nutrient input produce a concentration of food organisms for
seabirds (T,LIV,150:17-23). Birds use the plume for feeding
when the normal marine food web closer to the Farallon
Islands fails to develop (T,LIV,154:21-23), According to
FRBO testimony, during E1 Nino events, when upwelling of
deep-coastal water is less than normal, marine food chains
are less preoductive and seabirds are more dependent on the
San Franeisco Bay plume (T,LIV,155:10-14). El Nino events
are possible during dry years (T,LIV,155:4-6}. The PRBO
position is that if the plume is less extensive or less
frequently close to the Farallones during the breeding
season, seabirds which feed there will decline in sbundance
(T,LIV, 160:24-161:1). During cross-examination,it became
clear that the linkage between bird populations and the size
of the plume is not completely predictable, as populations
have inecreased during scme El Nino periods when there was
little outflow, such as 1977 (T,LIV,16H4:8-23). In other
years, El Nino events coincided with extraordinarily wet
years (T,LIV,154:19-155:1). The plume is a primary foraging
area from February through May, while birds resort to the
plune if it is present aznd if upwellings fail during June
and July (T,LIV,161:22=24; T,LIV,162:20-22)}. No testimony
or evidence was provided to indicate how often E1 Nino years
would eoincide with low outflow under unimpaired

conditions.

5.3.7.3 Optimal Level of Protection

Considerations which were not addressed in detail in prior
hearings on the Bay-Delta Estuary include the beneflcial uses
of water by threatened and endangered species. Protection for
these species is required by both the state and federal
Endangered Species Acts. The Delta Plan did not weigh the
obligation of non-project diverters to protect water quality
for endangered species or other public trust beneficial uses.
The Board has the authority, as the public trustee of water
quality for fish and wildlife, to condition all water uses to
reasonably protect fish and wildlife including threatened and
endangered species,
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The salinity of water provided to tidal wetlands of the luisun
Marsh influences the survival and reproduction of marsh

plants. For example, the California Native Plant Society
(CNP3S) exhibit (CNPS,3) and testimony (T,XXX,66:11-25;T,XXX,67:
2-13;T, XXX, 76: 15-23) identified five rare, threatened or
endangered plant species, four of which would be less likely
to survive, have reduced growth or seed production, or become
less numerous because of changes in flow or salinity in the
Suisun Marsh portion of the Bay-Delta. Some 50 additional
species would be indirectly affected, becoming less abundant or
widespread as a result of land use changes induced by newly
available water supplies (T,XXX,110:25-111:23). The directly
affected rare plant species occur in the tidal marshes. The
CNPS testimony indicates that even during normal years,
freshwater flow to the Suisun Marsh has been insufficlent to
prevent reductions in productivity (T,XXX,,79:18-20).

With rare species, once a population is eliminated, it is very
unlikely to reinvade because of the scarcity of seed sources.
Thus, although common species such as alkali bulrush may be
adequately protected or or able to recover from higher salinity
exposure during a critical dry year, rare species would be at
risk (T,XXX,81:22-24). A salinity standard capable of
preventing reductions in numbers and range of threatened or
endangered species might therefore require a smaller dry year
adjustment of the salinity standard. It would have to be set
at a level at which the species were capable of sustaining
normal survival, productivity and germination. The Suisun
Marsh Preservation Agreement, proposed by the Four Partles,
does not adequately address these needs in its proposed
standards. It is therefore recommended that the Board retain
jurisdiction to require additional protection for sensitive
special status species rather than fully endorse the Agreement.

Quitable pore water salinity for five sensitive plants ranges
from zero to minus two megapascals (comparable to a range of
zero to four parts per thousand (ppt) salinity, or electrical
conductivity of zero to 6.25 mmhos/cm) for freshwater plants in
the Delta (California hibiscus, Delta tule pea) to minus two to
minus three megapascals in Suisun Marsh (four ppt to six ppt,
6.25 to 9.36 mmhos/cm) for Mason's lilaeopsis and Suisun aster,
which tolerate scmewhat brackish conditions (T,XXX,76:5-23).

On the other hand, salt marsh bird's beak which grows in saline
areas could tolerate minus four to minus five megapascals
(eight ppt to ten ppt, 12.5 to 15.6 mmhos/cm). These pore
water potentials should not occur until after the growing
season, which extends from March to July (T,XXX,79:12-14).

The DFG has proposed a method to produce certain salinities in
the root zones of managed wetlands based on surface water
quality and timing of applied water (IFG,5,T3). To protect the
unmanaged vegetation along the channels of the adjacent tidal
marsh, comparable application timing and water quality to that
DFG proposed for managed wetlands may be needed. If this
standard were set, it would require studies relating pore water
salinities in the root zones of rare plants to flow and
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salinity in channels adjacent to those plants. There is little
information in the exhibits or testimony which addresses the
relationship between the salinity of applied water and the pore
water salinity outside of managed wetlands. If studies showed
pore water salinity remained suitable for sensitive plant
species even when channel salinities reached high values,
relatively little Delta outflow would be required. Conversely,
if studies showed pore water salinities were at levels which
cause stress or reduced productivity of threatened or
endangered plants,  improved water quality in adjacent channels
would be needed to prevent a significant impact.

Water quality in Suisun Marsh tidal channels for protection of
rare and threatened plant species should therefore conform to
the dates and salinity levels specified in DFG's Table 3
(DFG,5,T3). Further, applied water salinity should remain at
or below seven ppt (approximately 10.9 mmhos) through July to
fully protect threatened and endangered plant species

(T, 0K, 79: 12-14), The optimal objective for tidal channels
within Suisun Marsh is set forth in Table 5.3.7.2-1. The
optimal objective for tidal wetlands adjacent to Suisun Bay,
but ocutside the Suisun Marsh is set forth in Table 5.3.7.3-2.
It should be noticed that the likely soil water salinity based
on DFG's Table 3 would be at nine ppt in March, April, and May,
corresponding to the minus four to minus five megapascals
tolerated by salt marsh bird's beak, but unsuitable for Mason's
lilaeopsis and Suisun aster. The existing distribution of
rare, threatened and endangered species is thought to reflect
the availability of water meeting the optimal objectives in
tidal marshes during recent years. These objectives
specifically for plants in the Suisun Marsh, as set forth in

. Table 5.3.7.3=3, should be continued while the relationship
between applied water quality and soil water salinity in the
rare plant root zone along tidal channels is determined.
Provision of water meeting these objectives to managed wetlands
only would not guarantee protection threatened and endangered
species on tidal channel wetlands.
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TABLE 5.3.7.3-1
OPTIMAL LEVEL OF PROTECTION FOR WILDLIFE

(Including Rare, Threatened and Endangered)

USE IN SUISUN MARSH TIDAL CHANNEL WETLANDS

Level of Protection
(Section Proposed)

Location
Station, Name

TABLE 5.3.7.3-3

soil water salinity

no more than 9 parts

per thousand {PPT) TDS
during growing season,
met by providing a
schedule of lowering
salinity in channels
D10, Chipps Island prior to growing season
by maintaining 7 PPT TDS
in channels through July
of all year types.
(Footnote 1)

C2, Montezuma
Slough at
Collinsville

D7A, Grizzly Bay

S10, Suisun
Slough at
Boynton

S17, Cordelia
Slough at Ibis

S31, Suisun
STough at mouth

S94, Suisun Slough
at Hunter’s Cut

$42, Suisun Slough
at Volanti Slough

548, Montezuma
Slough at Cutoff Slough

S63, Denverton
STough

$93, Hi11 Slough

Species Protected

Suisun aster(SA),
Mason’s Lilaeopsis (ML)

salt marsh harvest
mouse (SMHM),California
clapper rail (CR)

CR, Delta tule pea (?ﬁr'
CR, SA, slough thistie
(ST)

TP

CR, SMHM

SA, TP

CR, SMHM, ML

TP, SMHM, soft

bird’s beak (SBB)

SBB

CR, SMHM, SA, ML

Footnote 1: Objectives based on DFG,5,T3.
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TABLE 5.3.7.3-2

OPTIMAL LEVEL OF PROTECTION FOR WILDLIFE
(Including Rare, Threatened and Endangered)
USE IN SUISUN BAY TIDAL CHANNEL WETLANDS

Time - Location
Station, Name

OUTSIDE SUISUN MARSH

Level of Protection
(Section Proposed)

Species Protected

Oct-May 8, Point Edith

" D8b, Middle
Point, Suisun

" 9, Port Chicago
" D9a, Spoonbill
Cut

" Dl1la, Sherman
Lake

" 12, Brown’s Is.
" 13, Antioch
" 21, Point

Sacramento

i 57, Suisun Bay
at Roe Is.

" f59, Suisun Bay
at Seal Island

Same as original
D-1485, Table II

black rail {BR), salt marsh
harvest mouse (SMHM),
least tern (LT)

BR, SMHM, LT, California
clapper rail (CR)

SMHM, CR

CR, SMHM

Mason’s Lilaeopsis (ML)
CR, ML, Suisun aster (SA)
Delta tule pea (TP)

SA, SMHM, ML

ML

CR
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TABLE 5.3.7.3-3

OPTIMAL OBJECTIVES FOR SALINITY OF WATER IN SUISUN MARSH
TIDAL CHANNELS TO MAINTAIN SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES*

e N e B e B e I |

1

L

]

s

Month Applied Water Pore Water Ratio, Pore Water
Salinity Salinity Salinity to
EC DS EC TDS Applied Water
{mmho/cm) {p/thous) {mmho/cm) (p/thous) Salinity

October 18.8 12 footnote 1 50.0 32 2:1
November 15.6 10 footnote 2 37.5 24 2:1
December 15.6 10 31.2 20 2:1
January 12.5 8 25.0 16 2:1
February 7.8 5 15.6 10 2:1

March 7.8 5 14.1 9 1.8:1
April 10.9 7 14.1 9 1.3:1

May 10.9 7 14.1 9 1.3:1
June 10.9 7 footnote 3 14.1 9 1.3:1
July 10.9 7 14.1 9 1.3:1

1/ The salinity of water applied in October (12 ppt) dissolves surface salts

and is increased by 4 ppt (to 16 ppt), hence the 32 ppt TDS in the

soil, which has a 2 to 1 ratio to applied water salinity (DFG,5,T3).

2/ The salinity of water applied in November is increased by 2 ppt TDS

(to 12 ppt) due to residual surface salts, hence the 24 ppt TDS in soil

(DFG,5,T3)

3/ The salinity of applied water and soil water in June and July is assumed
to continue unchanged from May.

* Table adapted from DFG,5,22.
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5.3.8 Other (i.e., Navigastion/Recreation)

Other beneficial uses of the Estuary affected by flow and salinity
are commercial navigation, and contact and non-contact-water
recreation. Uses that are part of non-contact-water recreation
inelude esthetic appreciation and educational and seientific study
(RWQCB 5,1975,5B,I1-2-2).

5.3.8.1

Mo Action Alternative

Under a no action situation, flow and water quality standards
established by the Delta Plan would be continued and navigation
uses and other beneficial uses would continue to receive the
same level of protection they now have.

No explicit standards for the protection of the beneficial uses
of navigation or recreation were addressed in the Delta Plan.
Because both are among the uses generally considered to fall
within the public trust purview, the Board must provide for the
protection of these uses, even if no participant addressed the
needs during Phase I of the hearing.

Because the existing water quality and fish populations are in
large measure attributable to the standards set by the Delta
Plan, a no action alternative would provide for continuation of
current recreation, navigation and esthetic appreciation
beneficial uses.

5.3.8.2 Advocated Levels of Protection

‘e PICYA/EBFRD

The PICYA prepared and submitted an exhibit regarding
beneficial uses relating to recreational navigation, but
their exhibit was never made part of the hearing record.

The essence of the PICYA submittals was that swimmable,
fishable waters which supported existing populations and
runs of fish were an important part of their recreational
boating experience (PICYA,1,3). In addition, the PICYA
document proposed improvements for boat passage at the Delta
Cross Channel, protection of existing unleveed Delta islands
and maintenance of through navigation (PICYA,4).

EBRPD submitted testimony and exhibits which showed that
rapid growth (122 percent increase in two years) in water-
oriented recreation was taking place within their
jurisdiction (EBRPD,34,1). These two parties emphasized
their interest in providing abundant supplies of
uncontaminated fish to provide boaters and fishers with an
opportunity to experience successful fishing (PICYA,1,3;

EERPD, 34,3).
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e SWC

SWC presented testimony and exhibits which estimated the
economic value of recreation at CVP and SWP reservoirs and
proposed that flow reduction in the Delta would be of less
economic harm than reduction in flows to reserveirs and
canals in the export area (SWC,66,13). No explicit
objectives for flow or salinity were proposed by SWC for the
protection of recreational uses in the Bay-Delta. SWC
argued instead that added diversions would have no effect on
recreational fishing, and be to the state's economic
advantage, because of higher recreational values in southern
California (SWC,66,12).

e BISF

BISF submitted exhibits and testimony regarding recreatiocnal
uses of the San Francisco Bay area (BISF,38,T2;T,XXX,174:2-
9), and identified the values of a variety of water-oriented
recreational activities from the California State Parks and
Recreation Department's PARIS model (BISF,38,T3). Cross-
examination indicated that some of the recreational
activities added into the tabulation were such that they
were clearly poorly related to the flow and salinity in the
Bay-Delta Estuary (T,XXX,199:17-,200:19). Although BISF did
not propose flow and salinity objectives during the session
on recreation, they did so in a later session
(T,LVIII,236:18-240:18). It was not clear that their
recommendations for flow and salinity at the later session
were fully keyed to the recreational values earlier
described.

e Commercial Navigation

No advocate for commercial navigation presented any testimony
on flow or water quality during Phase I of the hearing. A
standard exists for protection of shallow draft commercial
navigation; the requirement being 5,000 efs year-round in
the Sacramento River at Wilkins Slough near the Tisdale

Weir. This standard reflects historical, rather than
current uses.

5.3.8.3 Optimal Level of Protection

To protect navigation in the Bay-Delta Estuary, flows in the
upper reaches of the system must be sufficient to maintain the
draft in Delta channels (Table 5.3.8.3-1). Recent measures
taken by DWR to control salinity in south Delta channels
(DWR, 349, 3) and structural measures to control flows in the
Suisun Marsh have been in potential conflict with navigation.
Features such as boat locks have been included in some (e.g.,
Montezema Slough) but not all of these structures. The
Montezuma Slough Control Structure includes a boat lock, bhut
Roaring River Intake does not. If flow and salinity in the
Estuary are to be controlled by structural facilities, the
impacts on navigation will have to be considered, and the
balance of public interest in flows, salinity and navigation
addressed. 5-105



Based on a recent survey prepared for the California State
Lands Commission (CSLC, May, 1986) of existing marina capacity
in the general vicinity of Sacramento, 26 percent of moored
boats were under 25 feet long, 65 percent were between 25 and
40 feet long, and 9 percent were over 40 feet long. This
survey indicated that moored boats tended to be larger,; as a
class, than the entire class of boats registered in the area by
the Department of Motor Vehicles. When considering total boat
population, easily trailered boats (those under 21 feet long)
made up about 87 percent of the total (CSLC,May,1986). The
ability of Bay-Delta channels to serve recreation and '
navigation is partially related to the size and draft of the
boats using the channels.

Boater activity data derived from IWR studies indicate about 59
percent of the boaters' time is spent fishing, 4 percent water
skiing, 36 percent general pleasure boating, and less then 1
percent sailing or jet skiing (SRRS3,1980). The season of use
for boat fishing has a peak of 27.9 percent of year-round
activity during April and 16.8 percent in May, and a lesser
peak of 12.0 percent in October corresponding to striped bass
(spring) and salmon (fall) runs. Water skiing, a year round
activity, is concentrated during June, July and August, with
about 85 percent of all such use occurring in these months.
Cruising and general boating have nearly the same pattern.
Reduced river flows and reduced channel width and depth during
these seasons would affect navigation.

There is a relationship between river flow and the width of the
channel, with the channel narrowing during low flow periods.
During these lowered flows, there is less room to pass other
boats and moored vessels, and traveling boats are required by
federal law (33 USC Sec.1006) to slow down to avoid damaging
vessels and docks with their wakes. The State has adopted the
federal criteria (Title 14, California Administrative Code,
Section 6615) and added specific speed constraints for vessels
passing within 100 feet of swimmers or 200 feet of beaches,
floats, lifelines or mooring areas (Harbors and Navigation
Code, Section 655.2). At extreme low water in Sacramento
(approximate elevation 4 feet), channel widths are as narrow as
300 feet at scme locations, compared to widths of nearly 700
feet at extreme high water (elevation 29 feet). The result is
that flow affects not only depths, which will conflict with
navigation by larger boats, but if low flows or structures
reduce the available channel width, below 200 feet in areas
where people swim, boat speeds will be constrained as well.

The flow and water surface elevation needed to prevent adverse
effects on navigation will differ in each channel. As a rule,
to protect recreational boating beneficial use, channels must
remain open to passage. Furthermore, the water in any channel
must be sufficiently deep to permit passage by any boats which
ordinarily use that channel. These effects must be considered
on a case-by-case basis, rather than by adopting a uniform
objective.

5-106

e Bl N BN . . |

o
—~



N

TABLE 5.3.8.3~1

OPTIMAL LEVEL COF PROTECTION FOR NAVIGATION USE

Time Location
All Year Wilkins Slough

near Tisdale Weir

411 Year A1l Channels

All Year Channels affected
by flow control or
salinity control

structures

Level of Protection Protected

Commercial shallow
draft navigation

5,000 cfs

Maintain open to Recreational
navigation at existing boating
speeds by recreational

waterceraft on a case-by-case

basis.

Maintain existing channel High speed boating
widths where over 100 water skiing
feet, and with no swimming

use of bank side devélopment.

Maintain existing channel

widths where over 200 feet

and adjacent to beaches,

floats, lifelines or

mooring areas. Decision

to be made on a case-by-case

basis.
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5.4 Summary

Table 5.4-1 was prepared to show the flows and water quality objectives
needed in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta to provide optimal
protection for beneficial uses such as municipal, industrial,
agriculture, fish, wildlife, and wetland habitat.

Objectives for optimal protection of wetland habitat in the tidal
channels of the Suisun Marsh appear in the form of electrical
conductivity levels, which have been converted to approximate Delta
outflows, based on a series of curves presented in DWR-57, Revised.

For example, the electrical conductivity objective for February is 7.8
mnhos/em which would be accomplised in Suisun Bay by a Delta outflow of
about 17,000 cfs. Other flows and water quality objectives are
introduced earlier in this chapter.
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6.0 DETERMINATION OF REASONABLE NEEDS FOR CONSUMPTIVE USES OF BAY-DELTA
WATERS

6.1 California Water Ethic

California's ground and surface waters are a precious, but limited
resource. Water supplies, vital to homes, industry, agriculture, and
fish and wildlife, while abundant in one year, can become critically
limited in another. In the past, dams were built to control flooding
and provide appropriate supplies during prolonged dry periods. Teday
the sum of water demands exceeds the reliable supply. Additional
actions are required. All Californians must become involved in the
reasonable use of water. All water users throughout the state will be
required to participate in the task of sharing water,

6.1.1 Balancing

This Water Quality Control Plan balances the reasonable water
quality and instream flow needs which protect the beneficial uses of
Bay-Delta Estuary waters against the reasonable consumptive demands
for Estuary water both in- and outside the watershed. These
consumptive demands occur upstream in the Sacramento River Basin and
San Joaquin River Basin and in export areas south and west of the
Delta in the San Francisco Bay area, San Joaquin Valley and southern
California. The beneficial uses in the Estuary include productive
and valuable biological assets, over 1/2 million acres of fertile
farm land in the Delta, and extensive wildlife habitats. The
Estuary also provides water quality protection to those who divert
water for use elsewhere. Because the entire state will be affected
in some way by this Plan and its implementation, it has become
necessary to develop a water ethic that involves all Californians.

The water ethic includes the coordination of several programs, in
varying degrees, in every region of the state. Best management
practices related to the use of water are needed throughout the
state. Many benefits can be realized. Careful water use can
decrease pollutant loadings as well as reduce water demands. The
following are assumptions forming the basis of the California water
ethic:

e Conservation—-Municipal and industrial water users
(residential, industrial and commercial) will be metered.
With improved plumbing, appliances, leak detection, and

“landscape irrigation practices, per capita water use will be
significantly reduced. All agricultural users will use water
as efficiently as feasible, particularly those who contribute
drainage flows to salt sinks which preclude recovery or reuse.

# Reclamation--Where feasible, water reclamation and recycling
consistent with state laws shall be required to reduce the
demand on existing potable water supplies. Water reclamation
includes the ennhanced treatment of wastewater for reuse, the
conversion of saline water to freshwater, and the treatment of
ground water to a sufficient level to allow subsequent
beneficial use.
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e Conjunctive Use--Ground water storage basins will be
effectively utilized in conjunction with distribution of
surface water.

® Sharing Responsibility--Adequate flows for beneficial uses in
the Estuary are the responsibility of all water users in the
Bay-Delta watershed.

e Physical Facilities--To better manage Californla'’s water
resources, the development of physical facilities is
encouraged.

e Pollution Control--Maxim ractical pollution control takes
precedence over releases of fres USHing I lows.
6.1.2 Actions Needed

All users of Estuary waters, persons north, south and within the
Estuary must share in the responsibility of meeting objectives to
protect Bay-Delta beneficial uses. Also, all users should pursue
the reclamation and reuse of water to its maximum potential. Water
conservation and reclamation will need to be practiced in all
areas, not just those south of the Estuary. Water users in the
areas of water origin will also need to participate in this new
water ethle. -

This new water ethic forms the basis for determining reasonable
consumptive water needs upstream, within, and south of the Estuary
as well as water project operations which affect water flows into
and through the Estuary. These changes in use of water come with
associated costs. Within the limits of the available data, these
costs have been considered here; additional information on this
sub ject should be received in Phase II.

6.2 Reasonable Needs for Consumptive Uses

A review of optimal levels described in Chapter 5 shows that full
protection of all beneficial uses in all water years is Impossible.
There simply is not enough water. Some beneficial uses have ccmpeting
needs for limited supplies, and some, as noted, conflict with each
other. Some accommodation has to occur. Practical application of the
principles developed from the California water ethic can help identify
reasonable consumptive needs for Bay-Delta water in areas upstream,
within, and exported from the Estuary. These reasonable needs show that
current water supplies can be managed in ways that satisfy existing and
future needs. In fact, a rigorous application of the California water
ethiec indicates that substantial savings can be realized.

Reasonable consumptive needs are projected 2010 agricultural, municipal
and industrial demands minus those potential savings achieved through
water conservation and reclamation practices. Following the Califormia
water ethic, water saving methods can be used which will decrease water
needs yet provide adequate supplies to support the beneficial uses made
of the water. :
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These reasonable consumptive needs and water saving methods are
discussed below. The ability to increase April through July Sacramento
and San Joaquin river flows through the conjunctive use of surface and
ground water and the alteration of reservoir operations are also
evaluated.

6.2.1 Reasonable Consumptive Agricultural Needs

Using projected changes in demand and potential savings due to more
efficient water use, projected 2010 consumptive agriculture needs in
areas receiving Bay-Delta water will be about 1,007 TAF/yr less tha
present needs (see Table 6.2.1-1). This overall savings could be
used for other beneficial uses.

The water conservation potential identified in Table 6.2.1-1 for the
San Joaquin and Tulare Lake basins is based on a modifieation of the
methodology of the Central Valley Water Use Study Committee

(CVWUSC) (CVAWU, 64A). CVWUSC's methodology defines water
conservation as a reduction of deep percolation losses to saline
sinks, an area of about 1.7 million acres in the San Joaquin Valley
(0.37 million acres in the San Joaquin Basin and 1,34 million acres
in the Tulare Lake Basin). For comparison, the total irrigated
acreage in the San Joaquin Valley in 1980 was 5.37 million acres
(2.06 million acres in the San Joaquin Basin and 3.31 million acres
in the Tulare Lake Basin (DWR, 14, 29)). The area of saline sinks
includes most of the west side of the San Joaquin Valley. The total
water conservation savings for this area at an Irrigaticon
Application Efficiency (TAE) of 80 percentwas considered to be about
230 TAE/yr by the CUWUSC. Instead, 550 TAF/yr is considered to be a
reasonable water conservation goal at 80 percent IAE based upon the
.modifications to the CVWUSC methodology discussed below.

(} Contribution of shallow ground water (SGC) toward meeting the
evapotranspiration (ET) requirement of a crop. For areas of salf
tolerant crops (only cotton and alfalfa are considered here)
grown_on_Iand overlying shallgW_ground 0 percent of the
ET is assumed to be satisfied by the ground water. Thus, for
thesé areas the 1AE 15 redefined as follows:

TAE = ET=-3GC
Applied Water

® Analysis of net tailwater and ground water losses to the San

' Joaquin River, in areas draining to the San Joaquin River. The
CVWUSC excluded all but 100,000 acres of the west side of the San
Joaquin River from consideration for water conservation under the
assumption that all losses returned to the San Joaquin River.
Instead, lateral flow rates from recent studies of ground water
on the west side were considered. These flow rates show that not
all of the losses return to the San Joaquin River. Thus, the ;(
water conservation potential on all 345,200 acres of the west
side of the San Joaquin River (DWR's Detailed Analysis Unit
#216) which overlie a saline sink was evaluated.

e Assumption that the minimum leaching requirement is met by the 20
percent deep percolation which occurs at the IAE of 80 percent
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REASCNABLE CONSUMPTIVE AGRICULTURAL NEEDS

(TAF/yr)
_ Water Cons. Reascnable
Basin Present (1985) Future (2010) (2010) Needs (2010)
Upstream1/
o Sacramento 6,3383; ‘6,5053/ 0 6,505
o SJ (w/o salt 4,505 4,589+ 0 4,589
sinks)
Bay<Delta
1/ 5/ 6/
Delta 935 933 0 933
S.F. Bay/ 1184/ quit/ 0 ol
Exporta/
SJ (w/salt sinks) 1,390/ 1,300/ 2351/ 1,155
Tulare Lake / 10,6808/ 10,7818/ 315 10, 466
Central Coast> 3887/ 354 Y 0 7/ 354
S. California 1,105 1,1087 452 656
- TOTALS 25,759 25, 754 1,002 24,752

;; Based on net water use
' Based on applied water use

3; Santa Barbara and San Luis Cbispo areas only
From DWR, 707, Statistical Appendix; adjusted for Delta agricultural needs

gﬁ From DWR, 30b

From DWR, 701b
7/ From staff analysis
8/ From T,XIX, 1661 9=114
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(assuming recycling of all tailwater). Thus, in this analysis no
additional water for leaching was added to the applied water
needs, as was done by the CVWUSC.

By the CVWUSC definition, the areas in the Bay-Delta watershed
outside of the 0,37 million acres in the San Joaquin Basin overlying
saline sinks (i.e., the rest of the upstream areas and the Delta)
do not have any potential for water conservation. The losses in
these areas are all considered by the CVWUSC to be recoverable and
contribute to net Delta outflow. However, in the case of losses to
usable ground water, the recovery of the losses usually comes at the —
expense of water quality degradation and a time lag. The water
quality degradation occurs by dissolution of soil minerals from
percolating water which over time will lead to expansion of the area
of saline sinks. The time lag involved in ground water flow means
that the return of the water to a river system may come at a time
when additional flows are not needed. Therefore, water conservation
may provide real water savings in these areas. Unfortunately, they
cannot be quantified at this time. (Nevertheless, since these losses
in the upstream areas and the Delta are considered generally
recoverable, the consumptive agricultural needs are based on net
water use (i.e., crop ET). In areas not contributing to net Delta
outflow, the consumptive agricultural needs are based on applied
water use.

The water conservation potential identified in Table 6.2.1-1 for
southern California is based on hearing testimony by Imperial
Irrigation District (IID) and SWRCB's analysis assuming a goal of 80
percent IAE for Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD). Losses from
TID and CVWD both go to a saline sink, the Salton Sea, and are thus

irrecoverable losses. Based on hearing testimony by IID, certain

projects could be undertaken which would provide a water
conservation potential of up to 368 TAF/yr in IID. A combined
savings of 84 TAF/yr in the CVWD and the Desert Water Agency service
areas is based on increasing their IAE to 80 percent.

Although this analysis of agricultural water conservation potential
is focused on saline sink areas, the goal of 80 percent TAE should
be applied to all agricultural areas in California. Excessive deep
percolation in nonsaline sink areas will lead to other problems;
e.g., contamination of ground water with pesticides, nitrates, heavy
metals, and other constituents; high ground water problems; and
expansion of saline sink area through dissolution of soil mineral
salts. These problems could be reduced through improved irrigation

management and achievement of a 80 percent IAE. égf&g
The annual costs associated with achieving an 80 percent IAE in the %gﬁJ““”
west side of the San Joaquin Valley have been estimated at $16 to

$25 per acre (EDF, 11, Executive Summary; UC Committee of 0%
Consultants on Drainage Water Reduction, 1988). Based on an THE

analysis for the west side of the San Joaquin Valley, these costs™
per acre translate to between $25 to $40/AF of water conserved. The

. cost estimates for IID water conservation projects range from MWD's

estimate of $6U/acre-foot of water conserved (SWRCB Order WR 88-20
p.22) to $160 - $275 of water conserved by IID (IID, 1987). The
$160/4F figure only includes the program items with identified water
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savings, while the $275/AF includes several additional programs.
These cost estimates are the subject of intense negotiations.

Much of the costs of agricultural water conservation would be
incurred regardless of any decision by the SWRCB on water diversions
from the Bay-Delta. For example, in September 1988 the SWRCB issued
Water Rights Order WR 88«20, which requires IID to submit a written
plan containing definite implementation measures designed to
conserve at least 100,000 AF/yr by.January 199%. It also states
that the SWRCB finds the conservation of 367,900 AF/yr to be a
reasonable long-term goal for IID, and it will retain jurisdiction
to review future water conservation measures. The costs of water
conservation in IID are not likely to be borne by IID or the farmers
in IID because, as noted in WR 88-20, MWD (and possibly other
agencies) have expressed an interest in purchasing the water saved
by conservation from IID.

Agricultural water conservation savings on the west side of the San
Joaquin River may be another example of savings which would occur
regardless of a SWRCB decision on water diversions from the Bay-
Delta. The level of these savings will depend on the water quality
objectives set for the San Joaquin River by the California Regional
Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region early next year.
As with ITD, there is the possibility of financing such conservation
measures by selling conserved water to other water users. This
possibility has been raised in several analyses of drainage problems
in the San Joaquin Valley (e.g., San Joaquin Valley Drainage -~
Program, 1987).

Reasonable Consumptive Municipal and Industrial Needs

The present (1985) and projected (2010} consumptive municipal and
industrial needs in areas using Bay-Delta waters are summarized in
Table 6.2.2-1.

The totals in Table 6.2.2-1 show that despite water conservation
efforts an additional 1,076 TAF/yr will be needed by 2010 to satisfy
municipal and industrial demand. Much of this increased demand

agricultural analysis, the municipal and industrial water

$
v‘”‘} 1/0‘ ( could be satisfied by the savings from agriculture. As with the

.

A

conservation potential in the upstream areas and the Delta is
considered to be unquantifiable at this time and therefore set to
zero. This is because the losses can be recoverable and generally
contribute to net Delta outflow. For the municipal and industrial
analysis it is assumed that losses to saline sinks in the San
Joaquin Basin are minimal due to the sparse population overlying
these areas. Again, for areas where return flows do not contribute
to net Delta outflow, the consumptive use is based on the applied
water use; for other areas, the consumptive use is based on the net
water use. For example, applied water use is used for Fresno and
San Francisco, while net water use is used for Sacramento and
Stockton. The projected water conservation savings in the San
Francisco Bay Basin and export areas are based on an aggressive
water conservation and reclamation program which includes the

K 5 following assumptions for 2010:
Me"%’\
A ' 6-6
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TABLE 6.2.2-1

REASONABLE CONSUMPTIVE MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL NEEDS

(TAF/yr)
Water Cons./
Recl. Savings Reasonable
Basin Present (1985) Future (2010) (2010) Neéds (2010)
Upstream1/
Sacramento 5003//’ 6793j 0 679
SJ River 2183 3443 0 3uil
Bay-Delta
1/ 4/ 4y
Delta 27 43 0 43
S.F. Bay2’/ 1,0883/ 1,2223/ 1294/ 1,003
Exportz/
Tulare Lake um%j 729%? 0, 729
Central Ceast 1094/ 1364/ 18&/ 118
S. California 3,609 5,221 1,089 4,132
TOTALS 6,062 8,374 1,236 7,138

1/ Based on net water use
2/ Based on applied water use
3/ From DWR, 707, Statistical Appendix; adjusted for Delta M&I needs
4/ From staff analysis :
g/ From T, XX, 1661 9~12
/ From SWC, 176, 3
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® 95 percent compliance with the 1978 California Plumbing Code for

all residences existing in 2010;

;‘o About half of the water used by commercial and governmental/

public customers is for outdoor irrigation or evaporative

As a result of improved irrigation efficiency and changes in
landscaping practices, there will be a 20 percent reduction in
existing outdoor residential, commercial and public water uses

/ cooling; and
.

and a 40 percent reduction in new uses added between now and 2010.

Although the mix varies from agency to agency, in general the
reasonable use analysis involves three areas of additional
conservation: industrial use, indoor residential use, _and outdoor
use by residential, commercial, and public consumers.i Additional
conservation by industrial users is projected only for the MWD
service area and the San Francisco Bay Basin, and is the gmallest
qgmpgnen&_gf the proposed savings through conservation. This is
because industrial water use in Califoraia has fallen by 50 percent
or more over the past 15 years. This dramatic reduction in
industrial water use is a nationwide trend that is attributable
largely to enforcement of water pollution control laws. Because
industrial ‘use is now a relatively small component of total M&I use
in California (about 10-13 percent), the gains from _increased
conservation in this component are relatively small.

The basis for the analysis of indoor residential conservation is

the 1978 California Plumbing Code which mandated lower water-using
toilets and showers in new construction. Typical indoor residential
water use in a nonconserving home is about 77 gallons per capita per
day (gped), and it has been estimated that the new standards
contained in the 1978 Code would reduce this by about 15.2 gped if
fully implemented. The appliances on sale in California now meet or
exceed these standards, so the only lack of implementation can arise
from existing toilets or shower heads that were installed before
1978 and meet the earlier standards. By 2010 all such shower heads,
and many such toilets, are likely to have been replaced. For the
purposes of analyzing reasonable use, it was assumed that there
would be 95 percent compliance with the 1978 Code by the year 2010,
which implies an average savings of about 14.5 gped. Some of the
projections of 2010 M&I use presented during the Phase I hearing do
rot appear to incorporate any savings attributable to the 1978 Code
at all, while others incorporate a smaller savings {(for example, a
savings of 11.5 gped, based on an assumption of 76 percent
compliance). The incremental conservation in indoor residential use
in 2010 that is implied by the reasonable use analysis 1is the
difference between 95 percent compliance with the 1978 Code and the
degree of compliance assumed in individual water agencies’
projections -- i.e., the difference between 14.5 gped and, for
example, 11.5 gped.

In the past, much of the effort aimed by California water agencies
at conservation in M&I use has focused on industrial use and indoor
residential use. However, U0 percent or more of all M&I use in
California is outdoor use, primarily for lawn and garden irrigation
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by residential, commercial, and public-sector customers. This
appears to have received relatively little attention. Whereas
industrial water use has fallen by at least 50 percent over the past
15 years and indoor residential use is projected to fall by 15-25
percent by 2010 under existing conservation programs, no reduction
is projected for outdoor uses. Indeed, there will probably be an
inerease in per-capita outdoor use by 2010 because of a trend to
larger-sized lots, more development in the hotter, interior regions,.
and the growth of the commercial sector which appears to use
significant quantities of water for cutdoor irrigation and
evaporative cooling. Because of the relative lack of attention,
there are likely to be significant opportunities for conservation in f
outdoor use that have not yet been exploited. Accordingly, the
third component of the reasonable use conservation analysis targets
outdoor use by residential, commercial, and public consumers and
proposed for 2010 reductions of 20 percent in currently existing
uses and 40 percent in new uses developed between now and 2010.
There is substantial evidence that such reductions are eminently
feasible. DWR (1984), for example, asserts that improved

irrigation practices on existing residential, commercial and
governmental landscapes can reduce applied water by 20 percent, and
changes in landscape design can reduce water use by 40-50 percent.
Ferguson (1987) notes that even the cheapest and most primitive
conservation measures can reduce urban irrigation use by 25 percent
compared to a poorly designed or operated system, and argues that it
is reasonable to shoot for 60-70 percent savings with more
sophisticated planning and aggressive conservation measures.

In the San Francisco Bay Basin the present per capita water use is
190 gallons per capita per day (gped) and the 2010 water use is

projected to be 179 gped. By applying the aggressive water

conservation measures outlined above, the per capita water use in
the San Francisco Bay Basin could be reduced by 19 gped to 160 gped,
for a savings of 129 TAF/yr.

In the Central Coast Basin only the Santa Barbara and San Luis
Obispo areas are considered in this analysis since they are the only
areas planning to use Estuary water. In these areas, the aggressive
water conservation and reclamation program outlined above could
produce a municipal and industrial water savings of 18 TAF/yr in
2010, Based on these assumptions, M&I water use in the Santa
Barbara and San Luis Cbispo areas, which is currently 190 gped,
could be reduced by 28 gped in 2010 from the State Water Contractors
(SWC). projected level of 181 gped to 157 gped.

The major population centers in the Tulare Lake Basin, Fresno and
Bakersfield, are outside of the designated saline sink area. Most
of the wastewater produced in the basin is reclaimed for irrigation
use. Thus, the only potential for water conservation in the Basin
would be through reduced evaporation from regulating reservoirs
(prior to irrigation). This amount is very small, and therefore the
municipal and industrial water conservation potential is assumed to
be zero.

6-9



The total water conservation and reclamation potential in the SWP
service area of southern California shown in Table 6.2.2-1 is 1,089
TAF/yr in 2010. This value includes 924 TAF/yr of water
conservation savings and 165 TAF/yr of increased reclamation. For
Metropolitan Water District (MWD), total water conservation savings
is 544 TAF/yr based on the aggressive water conservation assumptions
shown earlier plus a small decrease in industrial water use. The
present M&I water use in MWD is 207 gped. These conservation
measures would reduce M&I use in the MWD service area from the 194
gped projected by the SWC for 2010 down to about 168 gped.

Water conservation savings in non-MWD areas of the SWP service area
in southern California are estimated to be 380 TAF/yr. Of this
total, 200 TAF/yr are based on the same reasonable use analysis

as in MWD. As a result of that analysis, the non-golf course MXI
use in these areas in 2010 is reduced from the level of 287 gped
projected by SWC to about 222 -gped. The other 180 TAF/yr represents
potential savings in water use on golf courses. This savings is
based on a 20 percent reduction in water usage on existing golf
courses, plus an assumption that new golf course areas will increase
by not more than 50 percent from 1985 to 2010, rather than the 300
percent increase assumed by the SWC.

Lastly, the increased reclamation of 165 TAF/yr is projected only
for the MWD service area, and is based on data presented by MWD
(SWC, 17, Table 2 and Figure 3; T, XVII, 3, 11, 69-71) identifying
reclamation projects that could be developed by 2010 based on what
MWD considers to be reasonable constraints on member agencies.

The primary motivating factor for additional water conservation by
“industry between now and 2010 will continue to be the enforcement of
water pollution control regulations. This will occur regardless of
any decision by the Board on water diversions from the Bay-Delta.
Therefore, the incremental costs of such conservation should not be
attributed to the aggressive water conservation plan described. The
discussion here focuses specifically on the economic effects of
conservation measures that are proposed in the analysis of reason-
able use for 2010 and that go beyond those currently planned by M&I
water agencies;:>

There are reasons to believe that the costs associated with indoor
residential conservation are likely to be modest. For example,
there have recently been proposals to revise the 1978 Cede to
require ultra-low flush toilets and shower heads in new
construction, that have been made possible by newer technologies.

If fully implemented, this could reduce indoor residential use in
new units by an additional 11-15 gped as compared to the 1978 Code
"at little or no cost to customers™ (EBMUD, 1988). East Bay MUD
has stated that, if the State Plumbing Code were revised in this
way, it would consider requiring the replacement of existing toilets
and shower heads in its service area with ultra-low flush units.
Also, Monterey County has recently implemented a measure mandating
the installation of ultra-low flush toilets on resale of residential
unitsT—™WD has recently announced a new program of Fimancia
Trcentives for Water Conservation under which it would subsidize
part of the cost to member agencies of measures such as the
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installation of ultra-low flush toilet and shower head units. Such
measures would more than meet the incremental indecor residential
conservation implied by the reasonable use analysis.

The cost of outdoor water conservation would be greater for existing
landscapes than for newly-developed landscapes. In smaller
residential units without a sprinkler system, the costs of
installing sprinklers or changing the landscaping can be
substantial. In an efficient program, however, such users would be
the last to be targeted; the initial focus would be on large
commercial, public, and residential users of irrigation water.
Moreover, significant savings may be obtained from existing users at
relatively low cost through education and irrigation scheduling
programs. Also, as noted in DWR 1984, replacing sprinkler heads and
installing timers in existing sprinkler systems can be a cheap but
effective way of reducing water use by 20 percent or more without
harming the vegetation. Accordingly, while there will certainly be
planning and management costs for water agencies administering an
effective outdoor water conservation progran, as well as retrofit or
conversion costs for some existing users, it is believed that a well-
designed program could achieve the outdoor conservation geoals of the
aggressive water conservation program at a reasonsble cost and in an
equitable manner. .

The projections of increased reclamation are based on statements by
the State Water Contractors about wastewater reuse projects which
they intend to implement by 2010 (SWC, 17). There is no indication
that the implementation of such projects would be attributable to
specific actions by the SWRCB in connection with water diversions
from the Bay-Delta. Therefore, these do not involve any additional

.economic impacts that are attributable to the aggressive water

conservation and reclamation program discussed here.

A
It should be noted, lastly, that the reascnable use analysis assumes ?W?qq
no reduction in population growth or new housing development from PTEY

that projected for 2010 in the testimony presented during the Phase wagu\,
I hearing. New construction would have to incorporate more ﬁgibgim
efficient plumbing fixtures and water-conserving landsecaping, but isgﬁm&&
all the available evidence suggests that these costs would be ‘
extremely small, both absolutely and in relation to the total price

of the housing unit. Thus, no significant impacts on the housing s ), .
industry are predicted as a consequence of the aggressive water 2SS
conservation and reclamation program.

Southern California Water Balance

The present and future water supplies and demands in southern
California are summarized in Table 6.2.3-1.

The decrease in total supply shown in Table 6.2.3~1 is due to two
factors: (1) the projected decrease in Colorado River supply due to
the Central Arizona Project, and (2) the reduced supply from the Los
Angeles Aqueduct as a result of the Mono Lake litigation. The
demands shown in Table 6.2.3-1 were discussed in Tables 6.2.1-1 and
6.2.2=1. With the conservation efforts outlined previcusly, the
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TABLE 6,2.3~1

SUPPLY AND DEMAND FOR SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA AREAS

STATE WATER PROJECT WATERS (IN MAF/YR)

q§ICH"RECEIVE

Present2/ Future3/

Supply

o Loeal surface and ground water 2.19;5 2.193§

o Colorado River 1°u76/ 0'806/

o State Water Project 0.794/ 0.797/

o Los Angeles Aqueduct 0.424/ 0.408/

o Wastewater reuse 0.15 0.34

o Total Supply 5.02% 4,52
Demand

o Agricultural w/o conservation 1.4110/ 1.11}?5

o Agricultural w/ conservation 1.03

o M&I w/o conservation 3.6112/ 5.2212;

o M&I w/ conservation' ‘ 4,30 3

o Total Demand w/o conservation 5.02 6.33

o Total Demand w/ conservation 5.33
Surplus/Deficit 0 -0.81
Transferable water supply from 14/
agricultural water conservation in TID 0.37

Transferable water supply from
agricultural water conservation in SJV

Remaining Surplus/Deficit

0.34 to 0.481%/

ey ®wm Mm

cce. S e IO .

mmae B e B cone B ...,

- P -

1/ . Area includes the following water districts: Antelope Valley-East Kern
WA, Littlercck Creek ID, Palmdale WD, Coachella Valley WD, Desert WA,
San Gorgonio Pass WA, Mojave WA, Crestline Lake Arrowhead WA, San Bernardino
Valley WD, Castaic Lake WA, San Gabriel Valley MWD, Ventura County FCD, and
gﬁtropolitan Water District
- 1985 level
ﬁj - 2010 level
- From IC, 4,3
25 By difference
i 1685 deliveries; from DaR, 1987
7 Estimate of reduced supply due to Mono Lake litigation
8/ . From S4C, 4, 3 plus incremental reuse identified in 3WC, 17, Table 2 and
5}gure 3
- Set equal to demand for present
10/_ See Table 6.2.1-1.
};_/- Includes conservation in CVWD only (0.08 MAF/yr)
135- See Table 6.2.2-1
- Includes conservation only (reclamation of 0.17 MAF/yr was added to
supply as wastewater reuse)
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18/ Savings from the IID as discussed in Section 6.2.1

15/_ 0.34 is agricultural water conservation and conveyance losses in areas
supplied entirely with project water; 0.48 is agricultural water conservation
and conveyance losses in areas supplied at least partially with project water
(from staff analysis)
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projected future (2010) demand would increase slightly, from 5.02
MAF/yr to 5.33 MAF/yr.

Despite water conservation efforts in southern California,

Table 6.2.3=1 indicates that there would be a deficit of 0.82 MAF/yr
in 2010. However, this deficit could probably be satisfied by
transferring water savings from conservation: (1) of project water
in the San Joaquin Valley , and (2) of Colorado River water in IID.
The first transfer would come from inereased SWP supply, but would
not affect the total project exports from the Estuary.

Methods to Increase fpril through July Net Delta Outflow

The net Delta outflow could be increassd in fApril through July by
redistributing the annual inflows and/or outflows to/from the
Delta. Two methods for accomplishing this seasonal redistribution
of flow were evaluated:

(1) conjunctive use of surface and ground waters; and
(2) reoperation of Central Valley reservoirs.

These methods could be applied separately or together to provide
increased April through July flows. Conjunctive use could be
practiced in several upstream areas in the Sacramento and San
Joaquin basins. Reoperation of reservoirs in this study entails
meeting all the specific demands of reservoir operations (flood
control, irrigation, fish flows) except power production. Only
those releases from reservoirs which are made solely for power would
be affected, since most power could still be produced within the

_constraints of the other operations. For example, reservoirs in the

Central Valley could increase storage during August through March,
while decreasing downstream flows in those months, and subsequently
increase April through July discharges. However, during wetter
years, reservoirs commonly reach their flood control maximum storage
by December and are required to release water to maintain flood
control space for spring runoff. In these cases, conjunctive use
could be coordinated with reservoir reoperation to store the excess
water downstream of the reservoir.

The potential for shifting August through March flows to April
through July was evaluated for the San Joaquin Basin. The range
would probably be from 170 TAF/yr during critically dry years to
almost 700 TAF/yr during wet years. The average for the 1972-87
period over which this analysis was performed was 490 TAF/yr. Based
on a percolation rate of one-third foot/day (from Kern Water Bank
estimates), a spreading basin area of about 20,000 to 30,000 acres
would be required, depending on whether the spreading basins are
operated throughout the year on unused land or whether they are
operated only during the nonirrigation season on existing farmland.
Suitable sites for conjunctive use could probably be lccated in both
the San Joaquin and Sacramento basins and in export zreas.

The cost of conjunctive use in the San Joaquin Basin depends, to a

great extent, on whether the operation is planned to be year-round
on land purchased for spreading basins, or whether it is to be
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operated only during the nonirrigation season on farmland leased for
spreading purposes. In either case, the cost estimate of $60/AF for
the Kern Water Bank probably represents a good upper estimate of the
costs of conjunctive use (DWR, 1986). The costs in the San Joaquin
Basin, however, would probably be somewhat less than the Kern Water
Bank due to two advantages of the San Joaquin Basin location: (1)
more extensive existing water distribution systems, and (2)
shallower depth to ground water. The cost of reserveoir reoperation,
probably about $15/AF, would primarily be the lost power revenue
created by shifting the time of reservoir releases from August
through March to April through July.
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7.0 WATER QUALITY OBJECTLVES

7.1 Introduction

Chapter 5 identifies the optimal levels of protection for the beneficial
uses of Bay-Delta waters. A review of these conflicting needs indicates
that the watershed of the Bay-Delta Estuary does not possess enough water
to satisfy all these demands except possibly in the wettest of years.
Therefore, each of these demands must be reevaluated in light of the
reasonableness to satisfy them. The concept of the California water

ethic was presented in Chapter 6 to establish some ground rules to assess
the reasonableness of water use. Chapter & also evaluates the reasonable
needs of Bay-Delta water supplies for areas upstream and downstream of the
Bay-Delta Estuary. Chapter 7 will present the information used to evaluate
the reasonableness of instream flow and salinity objectives to protect the
beneficial uses of Estuary water.

This chapter begins with an evaluation of each beneficial use and
alternative levels of protection for each use. These alternatives were
evaluated in light of the water ethic principles discussed in Chapter 6.
The pertinent principles for this discussion are:

) Municipal and industrial water users should receive salinity
protection of at least the secondary public health standard of
250 mg/l chloride.

® Delta agricultural users should receive water quality that fully
protects their needs assuming that best management practices are being
employed, to the extent that such quality was available under
unimpaired conditions with present day channel configurations (see
Cal. Const., Art X, Sec. 2).

’ Aquatie life in the Estuary should receive salinity and flows at an
appropriate historic level. The appropriate historic level 1is
established during the balancing process as subsequently explained.
(See Water Code Section 1243; Public Resources Code Section 21000, et
seg.; State Board Resolution 68-16).

Once the alternative levels of protection for each beneficial use are
determined, they are assembled into logical sets of alternative water
quality objectives. Six alternative sets of objectives were developed and
evaluated. The effects of each of these six sets of alternative water
quality objectives on beneficial uses in the Estuary and the water supply
and use commnity were assessed. Through the careful weighing of these
effects a set of recommended water quality objectives is proposed.

7.2 Alternative Levels of Protection for Each Beneficial Use

This section presents the analysis of reasonable alternative levels of
protection for each beneficial use in the Bay-Delta Estuary consistent with
the water ethic (see Chapter 6).

7.2.1 Municipal and Industrial

As presented in Chapter 5, there are five major municipal and
industrial water supply intakes in the Estuary. Water customers
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demand the best possibie water quality they can obtain. However, what
users would like to have and what is reasonable, when all competing
demands are considered, are often very different.

Two major water quality issues were brought out during the Phase I
hearing, The first deals with trihalomethanes and the second involves
salinity.

T.2.1.1

7.2.1.2

Trihalomethanes

Trihalomethanes are known carcinogens that can be produced
during some water treatment processes, such as chlorination,
designed to purify water for drinking. Trihalcomethanes are
generated in higher concentrations when the source water contains
high concentrations of two important precursors, organic
compounds and halides, e.g., chlorides and bromides such as those
found in sea water. 3ince the Delta contains significant amounts
of organic soil formed when it was an inland marsh and since it
is located near the ocean, the Delta contains ample quantities of
both chlorides, bromides and organic materials.

Some hearing participants suggested that fresh water be used to
flush chlorides and bromides away from munieipal intakes. Others
suggested that extensive agricultural drainage systems be
installed to remove this unquantified portion of organic loading
to locations far downstream of municipal intakes. Both of these
proposals could reduce trihalomethane precursors. However, they
will not guarantee that concerns over the formation of
trihalomethanes will be resolved. Even water quality in the
Sacramento River at the City of Sacramento will not attain the
trihalomethane standard if it is lowered (from 100 mg/l to 50
mg/l or less as EPA is considering) and the water 1s treated
through routine chlorination.

Based on the evidence presented during the Phase T of the
hearing, the trihalomethane issue in the Delta is considered a
water supply treatment issue. The establishment of reasonable
water quality objectives in the Estuary will not resolve the
issues surrounding the formation of trihalcmethanes in the water
supply treatment process. Technology curently exists for water
purveyors who obtain water from the Estuary to treat their
supplies (as does the Contra Costa Water District) without
forming excessive trihalcmethanes and other compounds.

Salinity
# Chlorides

Salinity in drinking water can cause two types of concerns:
taste and increased industrial processing costs due to high
chloride levels.

High chloride levels can impart an unpleasant taste to
drinking water. All else being equal, most users would rather
drink low salinity water than water with a slight salty

taste. The Department of Health Services has recognized this
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and adopted a secondary drinking water standard of 250 mg/1
for chlorides. This level of chlorides protects the public
interest.

Groups of water users have expended funds to build projects

to achieve water quality better than 250 mg/l chloride. These
projects include diverting higher up on a water course, or the
construction of storage facilities to store low saline water
during the winter for dilution of saltier summer supplies.
Such actions are local issues and are appropriate provided
statewide interests are not unreasonably impaired.

In the 1978 Delta Plan, the Board developed water quality
objectives for the Contra Costa Canal intake at Rock Slough
for chloride levels of 150 mg/l for various times during the
year, depending on the wetness of that year. This objective
was intended to protect the historical water supply of two
paper manufacturing industries. ‘

Other industrial uses are reasonably protected at the 250

mg/l chloride objective. Some industries use special
treatment processes to remove either salinity or other
constituents that can affect their operations. However, such
special processing is a matter for these industries to resolve
with their water purveyor and not a matter of overriding
statewide public interest. Therefore, the 150 mg/l chloride
objective should be discontinued. The 250 mg/l chloride

.objective provides reasonable protection to municipal and

industrial uses. It is used in each set of objectives
presented in the next section to protect municipal and
industrizl beneficial uses.

Sodium

A relatively new issue related to salinity involves the
consumption of sodium. Diets high in sodium, especially for
pecple with a history of heart problems, can contribute to
heart problems. Scme participants in the hearing suggested a
sodium objective be adopted to protect against such concerns.
Others were concerned about the effects of high sodium water
on dialysis machines. The information presented to the Board
shows that sodium contained in drinking water represents a
very small portion of normal daily sodium intake. People on
very restricted sodium diets should consult their physician
and dietitian to revise their diet based on their local water
supply or in very rare cases consider bottled water low in
sodium. Concerns with dialysis machine operations can be
resolved by switching to other lower saline sources when
sodium levels become a problem.

Concerns raised, related to sodium, do not warrant the
adoption of specific sodium water quality objectives. This
concern can be reasonably resolved by achieving the 250 mg/l
chloride objective in Delta waters or special actions by
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health professionals as they become more Knowledgeable of the
sodium levels in their water supply.

7.2.2 Agriculture

7.2.2.1

T.2.2.2

Western and Interior Delta Agriculture

Chapters 4 and 5 review the testimony presented during Phase I on
the water quality needs of the mostly organic soils found in the
western and interior Delta. Following the adoption of the 1978
Delta Plan, studies were designed to resolve concerns expressed
by the Board on the lack of specific information about the needs
of salt sensitive crops when grown using subirrigation on the
Delta's rich organic soils. The results of this study show that
corn (the most salt sensitive significant ecrop grown in the
western and interior Delta) can be grown with no yield decrement
in salinities that do not exceed 1.5 mmhos/cm EC during the
growing seascn (April 1 through August 15). This assumes
periodic leaching with water quality at least as good as 1.7
mmhos/cm EC during some winters.

One of the principles in the water ethic is that agricultural
users should receive water quality to protect their reasonable
needs as limited by the availability of this quality water under
unimpaired water runoff conditions. Achievement of this level of
water quality would protect this beneficial use to the extent it
would have been protected if man's activities to modify river
flows had not taken place. The level of salinities that would
oceur in these western Delta areas under these unimpaired water
runoff conditions were reviewed. This review indicated that
water qualities as good as 1.5 mmhos/cm EC occurred throughout
the growing season except in the latter part of critically dry

‘years. In order to reflect the water quality available under

unimpaired conditions in critical years, values should be allowed
to rise from 1.5 to 3.0 mmhos/cm EC beginning August 1 and remain
no higher than that level through the end of the growing season
(August 15). These salinity levels are appropriate to protect
agriculture in the western and interior Delta. These proposed
objectives along with leaching water requirements are used in
each alternative set of objectives presented in the next section
as the water quality objectives to protect western and interior
Delta agriculture beneficial uses.

Southern Delta Agriculture

Water quality in the San Joaquin River as it enters the southern
Delta near Vernalis has degraded in the last 50 years. Average
salt concentrations have more than doubled during this period.
This degradation is caused by a combination of twe factors:
increased salt loadings from upstream agricultural drainage and
decreased flows, caused by upstream water development, that
helped dilute high saline water.

In the 1978 Delta Plan, the Board adopted water quality
objectives to protect southern Delta agriculture on the mineral
soils in this area. These objectives differ from those set for
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7.2.2.3

the predominately organic soils found in the western and interior
Delta., The Board delayed implementation of these objectives to
allow interested parties time to negotiate a long-term agreement
to achieve these objectives. While some progress has

been made in this area, it has been too slow and decisive action
is needed. '

The 1978 Delta Plan objectives for the southern Delta have been
reviewed in light of the testimony presented in the Phase I of
the hearing. Beans, a salt sensitive crop, are grown in
significant quantities in the southern Delta. With best
management practices by the southern Delta farmers, the current
Delta Plan objectives protect this and other crops grown during
the primary irrigation season (#pril through August) and other
less salt sensitive crops, e.g., alfalfa and sugar beets, grown
during the remainder of the year.

However, two aspects of these objectives need review. First, the
mean monthly monitoring frequency contained in the Delta Plan is
too long, as explained by the South Delta Water Agency, and
should be reduced to a 14-day running average consistent with
western and interior Delta cbjectives. Second, the objectives
need to be tested to see if they would be attained during
unimpaired flow conditions. This analysis indicates that the 0.7
mmhos/cm EC set forth in the objectives during the primary
irrigation season of April through August generally would be
available under unimpaired runoff conditions during all water
year types. This analysis used water quality to flow
relationships for the San Joaquin River that existed prior to
1045 (SDWA Exhibif 123 and New Melones Hearing USBR Exhibit 43).

During the secondary irrigation season, September through March,
the 1.0 mmhos/cm EC provides water quality sufficient to protect
crops irrigated during this time of year, e.g., alfalfa, pasture
and sugar beets. This quality protects the seedling stages of
these crops and is sufficient for winter leaching. Also,
analysis shows that 1.0 mmhos/cm EC generally would be achieved
during these months under unimpaired runoff conditions. These
objectives are used for each set of water quality objectives and
are shown in detail in the recommended objectives presented later
in this chapter.

Export Areas

Substantial quantities of water are exported from the Delta for
use in areas outside the Delta. The locations of these
diversions are the same as the municipal and industrial
diversions discussed previously. The water quality objectives
that protect drinking water supplies at these locations (250 mg/l
chloride) also reasonably protect agricultural uses of water for
irrigation of the crops grown in the Central Valley and southern
California.

The SWP contractors have watef supply contracts that have a goal
of delivering water with a quality of 110 mg/l chloride. This
delivered quality is achieved by blending good quality water

7-5



diverted in the winter with the more saline water diverted during
the summer. At times the SWP also allocates a portion of its
water supply to improve water quality to approximately 100 mg/l
chloride at Clifton Court. This "carriage water" requirement
increases as exports increase during the summer., As much as one-
third more water beyond that needed for export may be required

to repulse sea water in scme months. The water supply impact
analysis discussed in Section 7.3.1 assumes a maximum 250 mg/1
chloride level at SWP water supply intakes. The users may choose
to allocate a portion of their limited supply to further improve
the quality of exported water.

T.2.2 Delta Fisheries and Estuarine Habitat

There are two water project related effects on Delta fisheries. They
are (1) River inflow and Delta outflow, which moves Delta fish
downstream into the more biologically productive Suisun and San Pablo
bays and away from the effects of the state and federal export pumps
and other Delta diversions and (2) exports, which physically entrain
fish, lead to increased predation, move fish into less biologically
productive areas and generally decrease productivity of the Delta
environment by increasing cross Delta flows.

7.2.3.1 Chinook Salmon

e Flow

showing that April through June inflows to the Delta affect
the quality and quantity of fishery habitat, smolt survival
during outmigration, and subsequent escapement of fall run
Chinook salmon 2 1/2 years later. The Sacramento Basin
produces up to 90 percent of Central Valley salmon. Since
counts were first made in the 1950's, the natural salmon
population has declined by an estimated 75 percent. 1In the
last 20 years, although the natural population has continued
to decline, an increase in hatchery produced fish has
stabilized the total Sacramento Basin population (see Figure
4, 5,1.,2-4). This is achieved by releasing many hatchery
reared fish downstream of the Delta, thus avoiding the poor
environmental conditions in the Delta.

I/As discussed in Chapters 4 and 5, evidence was'presented

San Joaquin River salmon populations fluctuate markedly,
partly in response to spring flow conditions, and range from
less than one to 26 percent of the Central Valley salmon
population. There are three other races of Chincok salmon in
the Sacramento River, two of which have also experienced
i, population declines since the late 1960's. One race was

= \\ eliminated from the San Joaguin Basin by the construction of
Frignt Dam. Sufficient evidence was presented in the Phase 1
Hearing to determine Delta protections needed for the fall run
salmon but not the other races of Chinook salmon on the 3San
Joaquin or Sacramento River systems.

Available data indicate that river flows in April through June
up to a certain limit (22,500 cfs on the Sacramento River at
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Rio Vista and 20,000 cfs on the San Joaquin River at
Vernalis) provide benefits to salmon migration. These
benefits are linearly related to increasing Sacramento River
flows. Limited data from the San Joaquin indicate a similar
relationship.

In addition to the optimal level and the no action level,
three alternative levels of salmon protection with different
Delta inflow regimes were developed. One of the principles
developed under the water ethic states that aquatic resources
should receive protection equivalent to that received over
sane recent historical periecd. The alternatives presented
below represent a range of historical periods and are
evaluated later in this chapter to determine a reasonable
level of protection for Chinook salmon. The alternatives are:

(1 bptimal protection - April through June average monthly
flows of 22,500 cfs at Rio Vista on the Sacramento River
and 20,000 efs at Vernalis on the San Joaquin River.

(2) Average April through June flows in the Delta generally
reflecting those prior to physical modifications to
enhance water deliveries south of the Delta (1930-1952).
The year 1930 represents the earliest year of flow data
available for key interior Delta locations. Some
modification to the actual historical value for each year
type was made by decreasing wet year flows and increasing
drier year flows as has been experienced in recent years.

(3) Average April through June flows for the entire period
for which reliable data exist at key interior Delta
locations (1930-1987).

(4) Average April through June flows which have occurred
under the present physical configuration of the Delta
(1953-1987).

(5) Flows as set forth in the 1978 Delta Plan for salmon.

The average April through June flows for the above
alternatives are shown in Table 7.2.3.1-1. They are shown as
averages for each month and are separated by water year type.
These monthly average flows excluded flows that were above
22,500 on the Sacramento River at Rio Vista and 20,000 on the
San Joaquin at Vernalis. Flows above these values were not
included because there is no clear evidence that flows in
excess of these amounts benefit salmon migration through the
Delta. Figure 7.2.3.1-1 sumarizes in graphic form how
average April through June flows important to salmon have
changed over various time periods and are expected to change
in the future.

The USFWS and the DFG recommended the establishment of

average Delta inflows generally reflective of conditions prior
to 1950. The SWP contractors and others recommended
maintenance of the 1978 Delta Plan fishery flows into the
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FIGURE 7.2.3.1-1 Average April-June flows' for selected historical periods providing
different levels of protection for Salmon

X [ Sacramento River
P P77 San Joaquin River

/_
5

10—

AN

DI

0 [] ] [] 1 ]
1930-1952  1930-1987  1953-1987 19721987 expected future®
(wio 1983) conditions with
1978 Delta Plan

! Average monthly flows calculated with a maximum Sacramento River flows at Rio Vista of
22,500 cfs and maximum San Joaquin River flows at Vernalis of 20,000 cfs because maximum
safmon survival/production was shown by USFWS and DFG to occur at these flows. Therefore,
it is assumed there is no additional benefit to fisheries at flows exceeding these values.

2 The apparent increase in Sacramento River flows over the 1972 - 1987 period is due to the fact
that the average April-July runoff for the 1922 - 1978 hydrology used to calcuiate the expected
flows is 14% wetter than the 1972 - 1987 period for the Sacramento River Basin. Average
unimpaired runoff for both time periods on the San Joaquin system are within 1% of each other.

3 Expected future conditions with the 1978 Delta Plan are those shown in DWR's 1990 Level of
Development operations study using 1922-78 hydrology (DWR, 30)
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future. As can be seen from Figure 7.2.3.1-1, continuation of
the existing flow objectives in the Delta Plan (which do not
specifically protect salmon outmigration) will result in a
relative decline in important salmon smolt flows on the San
Joaquin River system when compared with flows experienced in
the recent past. The apparent increase in Sacramento River
flows under expected future conditions is due to the fact that
the 1922-78 period used in this analysis is 14 percent wetter
on the Sacramento system than the 1972-1987 period. The two
hydrologic periods on the San Joaquin system, however, are
essentially the same (less than one percent difference). Some
hearing participants recommended that activities outside the
Estuary be tried to resolve salmon survival concerns.
Aectivities such as upstream habitat improvements might be
successful on the Sacramento River system given the small
expected decrease in spring flows under the no action
alternative. However, it is unlikely that such actions would
be successful on the San Joaquin River system with the
decrease in April-June flows expected in the future.

Some parties suggested that additional fishery catch
restrictions or other activities outside the scope of the
Board's authority be pursued to address salmon concerns.
While the option exists to take no action related to the
further regulation of flows and exports, it is not reascnable
to rely on "out of Estuary" measures to correct habitat
concerns related to factors in the Estuary. To do so would be
to have one segment of society mitigate for the effects not
caused by their actions. Furthermore, fishery agencies
testified that "out of Estuary" restrictions would have
relatively little beneficial effect if smolts migrating
through the Delta continued to experience pcor conditions
within the Delta.

Moderate flows are also needed for homing by adults during
the upstream spawning migration from July-December. The 1978
Delta Plan contains minimumn flow objectives for upstream
salmon migration in the Sacramento River. These objectives
were developed before the recent information on outmigrant
smolts was known. In the absence of evidence to the contrary,
these flows are assumed to be adequate and should be

retained,

CQurrently there are no requirements for minimum upstream

flows on the San Joaquin River for upstream salmon migration.
Low dissolved oxygen at Stockton may also cause a blockage to
upstream salmon passage. A 1969 agreement between DWR, US3BR,
and DFG provided for 1) installation of a temporary barrier
across 0ld River when dissolved oxygen (DO) falls below 6 mg/l
so that flows increase down the San Joaquin River, or 2} if
that is not successful, increased flow releases. This
objective should be incorporated in this Plan.
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e Exports and Diversions

Salmon smolt migration through the Estuary is alsoc affected
directly by diversions and exports and indirectly by flow
reversals caused by exports. Since 1867, export rates from
the Estuary have increased over this same period while salmon
populations have declined (see Figure 7.2.3.1~2).

Alternatives to address these fishery impacts are discussed in
the section bhelow,

Striped Bass

o Outflow

Striped bass have undergone a decline in the numbers of young
that survive their first summer. A gradual decline began soon
after the start of operation of the SWP in 1967 and became
precipitous in the late 1970's. This decline is shown on
Figure 7.2.3.1-2. The exact cause for this decline is
unknown. However, five causes have been postulated, of which
four relate to water project operations and one relates to
pollutants. The Board's Striped Bass Health Monitoring
Program has indicated that the burdens of various peollutants
in adult striped bass, and the percentage of egg resorption,
have both improved in recent years. Yet the numbers of young
striped bass, as measured by the striped bass index, continue
to decline.

Qutflows move the striped bass larvae (and young of American
shad, salmon, ete.) out of the Delta and away from the
influence of export pumps, diversions and power plants, and
into the Suisun Bay nursery areas. A relationship of spring
flow and exports to young bass populations in the summer was
developed from data collected during the mid-1950's to the mid-
1970's. However, in recent years, exports have increased
beyond those for which this relaticonship was developed.
Therefore, it is not surprising that this historic
relationship no longer holds true. Higher outflows and
reduced exports appear to be needed to help reverse this
recent decline.

- Alternative Levels of Protection

New Delta outflow objectives for striped bass were
recommended by DFG, USFWS and others. These agency
recommendations are shown in Table 7.2.3.2-1. The dry

water year following a dry or critical water year relaxation
proposed by DFG has been deleted from that shown in Table
7.2.3.2-1 for the following reasons: (1) the year type
definitions discussed previously now closely reflect April-
July runoff conditions; (2) the year type definition already
has a year after critical year relaxation built into it; and
(3) recent project operations indicate that, while fishery
standards are greatly relaxed in critical years, project
operations are not modified commensurate to the fishery
relaxation; operations, in fact, use the relaxation to
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continue to meet full project demands., Therefore, such
relaxation terms should be used only sparingly.

Upon review of the basic data presented on striped bass
during the Phase I hearing, an alternative set of objectives
has been proposed for consideration. This alternative set
provides protection in April and increases critical year
protection compared to DFG proposed levels. These values
are shown in Table 7.2.3.2=1. Also shown in this Table are
the 1978 Delta Plan flow objectives for striped bass.

e Export Flows

An integral factor affecting Delta fisheries is the exports
from the CVP Tracy Pumping Plant and the SWP Banks Pumping
\ Plant which can create flow reversals the lower San Joaquin,

>yl 0ld and Middle rivers. Appropriate limits on these large

.diversions are the subject of much debate. Fishery agencies
and other interested parties recommended that, in the long
term, improvement of the fisheries would result from positive
downstream flows in 0ld and Middle rivers during the spring
ymonths, Such positive downstream flows result when San
Joaquin River flows exceed exports and channel depletions in
the southern Delta. Therefore, export rates that will achieve
positive downstream flows must be matched month Dy month with
the San Joaquin River inflows and channel depletions if the
goal of positive downstream flows is to be achieved.

- Alternative Levels of Protection

Four alternative export water quality objectives have been
developed for the April through July period. They are:

(1) Positive downstream flow in Old and Middle rivers by
coordinating export levels with high San Joaquin River
inflows resulting from the 1930-1952 flow objectives;

(2) Positive downstream flow in Old and Middle rivers by
coordinating export levels with low San Joaquin River
inflows resulting from 1953-1987 flow objectives;

(3) Average pre-SWP export conditions (1953-1967); and
(4) 1978 Delta Plan export limits.

All of these objectives are shown in Table 7.2.3.2-2. The
first alternative evaluated the export rates that would
allow positive downstream flows (about 500 cfs) in Old and
Middle rivers in about 35 percent of the months assuming a
San Joaquin River inflow generally equal to those that
occurred during the period 1930-1952. The second
alternative evaluated the export levels that were possible
by using 1953-1987 San Joaquin River inflows, yet still
maintaining approximately the same downstream flow pattern
as in the first alternative.
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férél Atkﬂ*’djih)iThe third alternative addresses the return to export

7.2.3.3

conditions as they existed on the average after the start of
substantial exports by the CVP and operation of the Delta
Cross Channel gates (1953) but prior to the SWP operation in
1967. The export rates during April-July for the various
water year types (based on the new San Joaquin River Basin
definition) during this period were averaged to obtain these
values. Exports were adjusted to be higher in wet years
than those actually cbserved during the 1953-1967 pericd.
Positive downstream flows in Old and Middle rivers would
result with this alternative's high San Joaquin River
inflows even at the elevated export rates.

During 1953-1967, exports were much lower than they are at
present. O0ld and Middle river flows were not always
positive, but the Delta fishery was less affected by the
effects of exports than they are today. As discussed
previously, of the five hypothesized causes for the recent
striped bass decline, four relate to project operations.
Returning to export rates reflective of a time when Delta
fisheries (especially striped bass) were doing much better
than they are today is no guarantee that the declines in
these populations will be reversed. However, 1t does
provide for improving spring Delta conditions which
presumably will benefit the fishery. This alternative is a
step toward achieving the fishery agencies' desired goal of
positive downstream flow by reducing the magnitude of
reverse flows. It is anticipated that the proposed
conditions will also enhance overall salmon smolt survival
through increased streamflow and reduced entrainment.

The fourth alternative would retain current export
limitations for May, June and July contained in the 1978
Delta Plan, with no specific export limitations for April.

Cther Beneficial Uses

# American Shad

As noted in Chapter 5, American shad have been impacted by the
present Plan standards. The data presented by DFG do not
provide an accurate picture of what these impacts are. In
addition, much of the information developed on shad resulted
as a by product of investigations of other species, rather
than a detailed study of the particular needs of shad. In any
case, DFG did not propose any specific objectives for shad,
just as they did not in the 1978 Plan. Their belief, then as
now, is that the striped bass objectives they proposed will
benefit shad as well.

This concept of collateral protection for shad seems to be
appropriate for the present Plan as well. An examination of
the optimal needs for shad in Section 5.3.6 shows that,
particularly during the spring, shad are quite similar to
striped bass, in terms of the need for adequate flows, reduced
translocation out of the Sacramento River into the central
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Delta, and reduced entrainment by diversions and exports. The
flows, export limitations and Delta Cross Channel gate
operations discussed for salmon and striped bass should
provide shad substantial increases in protection compared to
the 1978 Plan.

The major difference between the shad and striped bass is that
some young shad remain in the Delta or in tributary streams
into the summer and fall, while the young striped bass tend to
be largely out of the Delta by the end of July. These late
sunmer and fall cutmigrating shad will not receive specific
protection under the proposed Plan. The proportion of the
population which are late outmigrants is not known, but it is
assumed that increased protection for striped bass provided in
the April-July period will accomplish three things: 1)
provide better migration and spawning habitat for adult shad;
2) provide increased protection for the earlier migrants; and
3) perhaps increase the proportion of early migrants because
of the increasd flows in tributary streams during the fpril-
July pericd to meet Delta inflow and outflow requirements.
Better documentation of the population dynamics and needs of
American shad need to be provided before definitive objectives
can be considered for that species. As noted, the non-1978
Delta Plan levels of protection presented for striped bass
should provide additional protection for shad, compared to
present conditions.

Migratory Fish Food Chains

The Phase I of the hearing included considerable discussion of
the food chains in the Bay and Delta, particularly the food
requirements of young outmigrating striped bass and shad.
Limited information was presented on the requirements of
salmon smolts. All three species begin feeding on very small
invertebrates, such as copepods (and small insects in the case
of salmon and shad), and then progress to larger invertebrate
species, particularly Neomysis. The data presented indicate
that the food chain of the Estuary, particularly the Delta, is
in a very dynamic state at present. Delta phytoplankton
blooms, presumed to be a major component of the base of the
food chain, have been dominated by the chain diatom Melosira
in recent years. The value of this species as food for
copepods and Neomysis is unclear. In addition, the
traditionally dominant copepod Eurytemora, a preferred focd
source for young striped bass, has been at least partially
replaced by the introduced copepod, Sinocalanus. The recent
appearances of the clam Potamocorbula amurensis, and the
benthic amphipod Lagunogammarus, both recently introduced

and rapidly expanding in range and numbers, further complicate
our limited understanding of the food chain dynamics of young
striped bass and shad. Attempting to set cbjectives in such a
changing environment is not possible at present.

In general, the proposed increased spring flows and reduced
exports may result in a Delta and Suisun Bay habitat more
conducive to the propagation of those species which have been
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beneficial to species in food chains of young anadromous fish
in the past, since the habitat will approximate those earlier
conditions more closely. However, there is no guarantee that
this will occur. In any case, the understanding of the
dynamics and interactions of the food chains in the Estuary
must be greatly increased before proposed objectives for
protection of the food chains can be considered. Indeed,
there has not been demonstrated at present solid evidence that
the changes in the food chains are having a deleterious effect
on young striped bass, salmon, shad, or other Estuary

species. Considerable additional effort in this area is
warranted.

Striped Bass Migration Up the San Joaquin River

As discussed in Chapter 5, striped bass generally do not
migrate upstream into water with an electrical conductivity
(EC) in excess of about 0.550 mmhos/cm, and appear to prefer
spawning in water fresher than about 0.300 mmhos/cm. The
Delta Plan objectives call for a maximum of 0.550 mmhos/cm at
Prisoners Point for the period fpril 1 to May 5. While this
objective may still impose a migration limit on striped bass,
the other proposed objectives may somewhat compensate for this
limitation. Increased outflows and reduced exports during the
April-July period should result in greater outmigration of
larvae produced in the San Joaquin River spawning area than at
present, with presumably greater survival. In addition, -
inereased flows in the San Joaquin River in wet and above
normal years, combined with the reduced exports, may result in
water quality better than that provided by the proposed
objective. This may result in removal of, or at least a
reduction in, this upstream barrier in wetter years.
Additional monitoring of salinity in the mainstem San Joaquin,
combined with better sampling for striped bass eggs and larvae
in the eastern Delta, will provide additional information on
the effects of the proposed objectives and the potential use
of the San Joaquin River by striped bass in wetter year

types. Available data are not adequate to attempt to propose
a lower EC objective in the San Joaquin River.

Races of Chincok Salmon Other Than Fall Run

Very little information is available on the other three races
of Chincok salmon using the Estuary. What was presented in
the Phase I of the hearing was not sufficient to identify flow
or water quality needs, nor to develop water quality
objectives. Additional studies are needed to develop such
information.

Other Aquatic Resources

A variety of other aquatic resources considered in the Phase I
of the hearing, including: phytoplankton and zooplankton in
San Francisco Bay, Bay outflow and offshore habitat,
freshwater and estuarine benthic organisms, bay fish, Delta
resident and other anadromous fish, pollutant flushing flows,
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upstream uses, export fishery habitat, export recreation, and
Estuary recreation. After due consideration, ne specific flow
or salinity objectives is proposed for any of these aquatic
resources. In most cases, the absence of specific objectives
is due to lack of sufficient information upon which to base
objectives, or because the aquatic resources are already
protected under another objective. For example, no specific
objectives are proposed for export fishery habitat or export
recreation because the Municipal and Industrial objectives
discussed previocusly for export water provides adequate
protection for these aquatic resources as well. The specific
reasons for the absence of proposed objectives for these
resources is discussed in Chapter 4.

. Suisun Marsh

e Managed Wetlands

The Suisun Marsh consists of about 50,000 acres of managed
wetlands and 7,000 acres of tidal marsh. DFG, Suisun Resource
Conservation District, DWR and USBR have entered into an
agreement to protect these managed wetlands and mitigate for
the loss of about 900 acres of managed wetland and tidal marsh
impacted by facility construction and reduced outflows. This
agreement allows water quality relaxation beyond the water
quality objectives contained in the 1978 Delta Plan, Water
Right Decision 1485 and State Board Order of December 5,

1985. The only major difference between the objectives being
considered and those in the agreement is in the determination
of water year types. For consistency with the other
objectives, compliance with these objectives will be
determined by using the water year types set forth in

Chapter 3. This includes the use of the 50th percentile
forecast of future runoff conditions instead of the 20th
percentile as set forth in the agreement.

Tidal Marshes

One concern left unresolved in the testimony presented in
Phase I is the protection of rare and endangered species that
inhabit the tidal marsh in Suisun Bay and the Suisun Marsh
areas outside the managed wetlands. The provision of flows
specifically to protect these areas could result in an
additional 600,000 acre-feet to be released on the average

_each year during dry periods. This amount is above and beyond

that required under the alternatives discussed in the
following section. The DFG, the agency responsible for the
protection of rare and endangered species, is requested to
provide the Board in Phase II with its recommendations on how
rare and endangered species in the tidal marsh areas of Suisun
Bay and Suisun Marsh should be protected via this Water
Quality Control Plam.
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7.2.3.5 San Francisco Bay

San Francisco Bay was discussed extensively during the Board's
Phase I of the hearing. This information was addressed in detail
in Chapters 4 and 5. The information presented did not provide
an adequate connection between physical changes in the Bay due to
inflows and the beneficial uses in the Bay. The evidence
presented was judged not sufficient as a basis for water quality
objectives. Further studies should be performed to address these
concerns, The concerns regarding protection of San Francisco Bay
should also be addressed during consideration of the water right
permits of any large unconstructed water storage projects.

7.3 Development of Alternative Objectives

There are many possible alternative sets of water quality objectives that
can be developed from the water quality and flow needs for Bay-Delta
Estuary uses presented in the previous section. Six logical alternatives
that span this range of needs have been selected. The alternatives and the
level of protection provided each benefiecial use are presented in

Table 7,3-1.

This section discusses the global balancing of the various beneficial
uses of Bay-Delta waters. This global process builds upon all the
information presented thus far, especially the California water ethic, to
produce a recommended set of water quality objectives that reasonably
protect the beneficial uses of Bay-Delta Estuary waters.

In the balancing process, one must recognize that biological resources have
declined and currently are not experiencing the same degree of protection
as other beneficial uses. In light of the evidence submitted during the

““W:> Phase I hearing, past attempts to protect biological rescurces in the

@95}' Estuary have not achieved the level of protection sought. Declines in

- biological resources of the Estuary need to be taken into consideration in
the current balancing process.

T.3.1

>

Effects on Water Availability

s i TS e

To develop balanced water quality objectives, assessment must be made
of the impacts resulting from the objectives under consideration.

This is done by determining the controlling flow and salinity
objectives, i.e., those which require the most water to attain, for
each alternative and comparing the water requirements against a base
condition. Two base conditions were.used to provide a range of
impacts: (1) a 1990 level of development operations study which uses
the water quality standards of the 1978 Delta Plan as a constraint and
(2) the actual historical conditions that existed between 1972-1987,
excluding the wettest year of record, 1983. (Excluding this year, the
wettest of record that shows the average, makes the average 3an
Joaquin River Basin April through July unimpaired flows for these two
hydrologic periods almost identical.) The differences between the
alternative and the base are then calculated for each month and
sunmarized by water year type. '
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7.3.1.2

The 1990 Level of Development Operations Study

The Cperations Study used is that which was presented as DWR
Exhibit 30 during the Phase I of the hearing, except that a
carriage water requirement to meet a 250 mg/l chloride objective
was used. This study uses the 1978 Delta Plan and New Melones
eriteria for the southern Delta as the controlling Delta
objectives. The operation study uses the hydrological runoff
conditions experienced from 1922 through 1978.

There are certain peculiarities about this study that must be
emphasized. First, the average annual exports are about 6.1
million acre-feet for the entire study, whereas the maximum
export for any water year to date has been the 1985 level of
approximately 5.5 million acre-feet. Apparently the 1990
operation study has a built-in expansion of exports of about 0.6
million acre-feeEfggXgEg_EQEE:EE§ﬁ:Eg:3gE:I§EF*§iﬁaé*tﬁ§:EE§:§EE
S{P have been operating., Review of the data indicates that
virtually a S increase oceurs in the months of October-
fpril. This factor is important when comparing the impacts of
these studies to the reasonable consumptive needs discussed in
Caapter 6.

Second, the operations study somewhat overstates DWR's 1987
estimates of current agricultural net use in the Sacramento and
San Joaquin basins., This is important when comparing
alternatives to present or expected future conditions. The 1990
operation has enough agricultural demand built into it to satisfy
in-basin growth through the year 2010 and beyond.

Also, one must keep in mind that gqperationsg studies are
estimates, not reality. They are, in effect, a set Of common
rules by which alternatives can be compared; they are not

intended to reflect how projects will actually operate. The
results here are presented only to compare alternatives.

The output of the 1990 operations study presented by DWR was used
to perform the analysis of alternatives. By changing the
controlling Delta inflow and outflow objectives or export limits
and keeping all other aspects of the study the same, we can
compare the increases, or decreases, in flow required each month
for the alternative in question beyond that of the 1978 Delta
Plan. Care must be taken when determining the flows required to
meet the controlling objectives to evaluate controlling
objectives separately for the San Joaquin River, Sacramento
River, as well as Delta outflow. By carefully evaluating months
with surpluses, one can determine if water is saved under the new
alternative or is needed to satisfy the new objectives. The
process is simple in concept but is complicated in practice.

Only summaries of the results of these studies will be presented
here.

The 1972-87 Historical Base

The second base from which water supply impacts of the various
alternative plans are compared is the 1972-87 actual historical
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7.3.1.3

conditions. As stated previously, the year 1983 was not used in
this analysis. During most of the 1972-87 period the 1978 Delta
Plan was in effect. During the time prior to 1978, the
objectives of the Delta Plan were generally met with extra flows
in the Delta beyond water project needs. The base flows for each
month in this period were compared with those needed to meet the
flows of each of the alternatives based on year type. The
historical base flows were obtained from the DWR DAYFLOW data
set, except for Delta cutflow which was estimated using DWR
consumptive use planning values (SWRCB, 1, Q-4). The process of
comparison used is the same as that discussed for the 1990
operations study.

Assumptions Used in the Evaluation of Alternatives

A schematic showing the Delta's hydrologic scheme used in the
water supply impact analysis is illustrated in Figure 7.3.1.3-1.
The following are the assumptions used to evaluate the water
supply impacts of alternative water quality objectives. These
assumptions apply to both the 1990 operations study and the 1972-
1987 historical period:

(1) All of the Estuary water quality objective locations were
assigned to the Sacramento River system April through July
hydrologic classification, except the following locations,
which were assigned to the San Joaquin River system April
through July hydrologic classification:

San Joagquin River near Vernalis

San Joaquin River at Mossdale

San Joaquin River at the former location of Brandt Br.
Bifurcation of 0Old and Middle River

Middle River at Howard Road Bridge

0ld River at Tracy Road Bridge

Delta Mendota Canal at Tracy Pumping Plant

Clifton Court Forebay Intake at West Canal

00 000O0O0

(2) The Delta flow and salinity conditions necessary to meet
objectives can be achieved through control of flows,
exports, or gate operations at the Delta "control points."
If the control point flows, exports, or gate operations are
adequate to meet the local controlling objective, the other
(noncontrolling) objectives within local influence of the
control points are assumed to be met. The Delta control
points are as follows:

Chipps Island

San Joaquin River at Vernalis

Sacramento River at Sacrzamento

The Banks and Tracy Pumping Plants

The Delta Cross-Channel near Walnut Grove

00000

These control points are illustrated in Figure 7.3.1.3-1.

(3) The following basic equations apply for each of the
hydrologic bases:
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FIGURE 7.3.1.3-1

DELTA HYDROLOGIC SCHEME
USED IN THE
WATER SUPPLY IMPACT ANALYSIS
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where: VALL

o The Delta outflow at Chipps Island, DO is defined as

follows:
DO = DI - NETCU - AREADIV - B&TEXP ' (1)
where: DI = Delta inflow

NETCU = Net Delta consumptive use

AREADIV = Delta area diversions

B&TEXP = Banks and Tracy Pumping Plan exports

The Delta inflow, DI, is defined as follows:

DI = SAC + YOLO + RF21 + SJR + EAST {27
where: SAC = Sacramento River flow above Sacramento
YOLO = Yolo Bypass flow
RF21 = Return flow from depletion ares 21
SJR = San Joaquin River near Vernalis flow
EAST = East side tributaries flow (Mokelumne,

Cosumnes and Calaveras rivers)
The net consumptive use, NETCU, is defined as follows:
NETCU = CU - PREC (3)

where: CU = Delta consumptive use
PREC = Delta precipitation

The Delta area diversions, AREADIV, is defined as
follows:

AREADIV = VALL + NBA + CCC + MDIV ‘ %)

City of Vallejo Diversions

NBA = North Bay Aqueduct Diversions
CCC = Contra Costa Canal Diversions
MDIV = Miscellaneous Delta Diversions

(MDIV = O for the 1990 level-of-development

runs)

The Banks and Tracy Pumping Plants' exports, B&TEXP, is
defined as follows:

BEZTEXP = BANKS + TRACY (5)

where: BANKS = Total Banks Pumping Plant exports
TRACY = Tracy Pumping Plant exports

The Delta outflow, DO, can also be divided into three
components: '

DO = MINRQDO + CWDO + SURFDO 6}
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Minimum required Delta outflow at Chipps
Island
Carriage water requirement at Chipps
Island
SURPDO = Surplus Delta cutflow at Chipps Island
& The carriage water requirements can be adequately
estimated using the method described in DWR Exhibit 30
and the effective export, EFFEXP., The effective export,
EFFEXP, 1s defined as follows:

where: MINRQDO

il

CWDO

EFFEXP = BANKS + TRACY - SJR - EAST « CCC {(7)
(see note below)

Note: the CCC "export" was not included in DIWR's 1990
level of development (LCD) analysis, even though the
carriage water curves were developed using the "export"
of the CCC; consequently, the alternative carriage water
was estimated without the CCC to conform with the 1990
LOD analysis.

e The carriage water requirements for the alternatives were
estimated using DWR's Carriage Water Table 5, which
assumes the following objectives:

- 250 mg/l chlorides at Clifton Court and Reek Slough in
all years. (DWR assumed a Rock Slough "operational”
objective of 225 mg/l chloride to provide an
operational buffer to the 250 mg/l chloride objective.)

- 1.5 mmhos/cm EC at Jersey Point fram April 1 through
August 15 in all years except EC critical; 1.5 mmhos/cm
EC at Jersey Point fram April 1 through June 30 and 3.0
mmhos/cm EC from July 1 through August 15 in critical
water years.

If 1978 Delta Plan surplus Delta outflows occur, then
projected reductions in minimum flow requirements in the San
Joaquin River near Vernalis and the Sacramento River at
Sacramento are considered water that could not be saved;
conversely, if 1978 Delta Plan surpluses are zero, then
projected reductions in minimum flow requirements are
considered "savable" and are applied to offset water
requirements in other months.

To the extent that surplus Delta outflow under the 1978
Delta Plan is available, it is used to reduce the impacts of
the alternatives. The surplus Delta ocutflow is adjusted
depending on the change in 1) Chipps Island minimum flow
requirements, 2) carriage water requirements, and 3) Banks
and Tracy exports. If the 1978 Delta Plan surplus 1is zero,
the alternative surplus is also zero.

The YOLO, RF21, EAST, NETCU, and AREADIV alternative flows
remain the same as in the 1978 Delta Plan.
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Additional water needed to meet Delta objectives, exports or
consumptive uses is obtained from the Sacramento River Basin
through the Sacramento River at Sacramento.

7.3.2 Evaluation of Alternative Plans

In order to evaluate these alternative sets of water quality
objectives, a determination had to be made as to whether the flow

‘requirements of each could be achieved through implementation of the

new California water ethie discussed previocusly or whether existing
uses would need to be curtailed. The present and future reasonable
water needs are discussed in Chapter 6. Important findings for San
Joaquin River Basin, Sacramento River Basin, and export areas are
discussed below:

In the San Joaquin River Basin April-July flows to the Delta can be
increased through (1) an aggressive conjunctive use of surface and
ground waters, and (2) a reoperation of existing reservoirs in the
Bagin. An analysis for the San Joaquin River Basin indicated that the
potential increase in April through July flows would probably range
from about 0.17 MAF/yr during critically dry years to almost 0.7
MAF/yr during wet years. The average between 1972-87 was estimated at
about 0.49 MAF/y